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ABSTRACT - -

e ’ . Y LoD
The primary purpose of th1s-study was to improve the social status
in target classrooms through the 1mp1ementat1on of an 1n situ Computer-

A351sted Teacher Trq1n1ng System (CATTS) 1nterVent10n. Thls was fac111-

N
'

tated by using a three-stage evaluation model which stressed input, process,
. * . . . i
and product variable interactions. The input variables were defined as

the pupils' pretest sociometric scores; the process variables were defined
ro- . .

by classroem interaétions as they were modified through CATTS intervention;

and the product variables were defined by the pupil posttest sociometric

This stﬁdy was implemented in a field-based public school setting
200 miles away from the Center for Innovation in Teaching the Handiéapped
(CITH) computer laboratory. Sixteen elementary schoql teachers and 32ylow

social status children were the target populations. A“sociometric instru-

- h - .
3l ’

ment was administered at the beginning of the study to 1dent1fy the

low-status children in the classroom., 1In each classroom’ two low status

‘children were selected on the baéisﬂof Having the lowest rankings in the

2 ’ /
class on the sociometric measures. flassrooms (n, = 16) were randomly

divided into two matched groups based'on initi}f baseline data on the

. //
teacher low-status pupil interactive classroom behavior. During the treat-
. . /
ment phase, teachers in Group 1 (n = 8) réEeiVed 12 CATTS post-session

feedback opportunities in the format of/hardcopy computer printouts, which
’ / :
were profiles of the teacher interactions with low-status children.

Teachers in Gro 2 (n = 8) réce”@ed only 7 sessions with CATTS post-
up 5 P

-

session hardcopy computer prinfout,feedback. At the end' of t.e study,

posttest sociometric measures were administered to all chi It was

I



_71\ . ,—E ' .
hypotﬁes_zed that the rejected children would significantly improve in
their social status. Classroom participation among the teacher and
~target children was predicted to increase as a Tunction of the CATTS
interveﬁtioﬁ. It was also predicted that the classroom interactions of
teachers would directly relate to the,postgest scorés~of the rejected
pupils and significantly increase from pre- to posttesting periods.

| Data revealed that. teachers increased xﬁeir.frequency of giving
positive reinforcement and asking questions in £he classroom as a result
of the CATTS data phone intervention. _The'results also showgd that the
low-status pupils increased in their classroom interéﬁtions from baseline

to treatment phases. More importantly, a stepwise multiple regression

analysis revealed that the improvement in posttest scores was signifi-

cantly related to the increase in teacher interactions in the classroom.
. - v . - ’ -

This study suggests that teacher behavior can be modified so that it

positively affects the sociometric status of rejected children in the

L
g

classroom.
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R L CHAPTER I N T

INTRODUCTION

There' has been much controversy in recent years concerning the defi-

v r -~

cient quality of education in our school systems. Criticism comes from
. i ' ' 2 :

. many who believe that pupils are not receiving adéqﬁate_education for the
billions of'tax,dgiiéré froon annuail; into edécz'ion. Teache=s an:
) gdqinis£rators are being =.d - -ty able for tﬁe eﬂu:f:ionaizgervices they
Provide, and they are being .. -r: demonsfrgte . efﬁéctiveness 34 /
. fﬂ;se services (Rucker, 196§; dost-— Mecklenberg: . Wilsoﬁ, 1973;~Ri les,

) 1973; Wilsen, 1969). Conseq. ly 18 ;rénd }n t:.:.on77 education =z:seiarch
has been toward analyzing.thf ocess of teaching a - emphasizink guinards ?"
fgr‘teach;r performance (Gag 7L xwmaﬁ; 15@8;" ¢+ :hine, 197:

’ As a‘response to educ . ;::ountébiiiiy demar - : and fhe‘héw
fﬂ emphasis on te;cher pérfo*i:ﬂt;, ma:v training'pr0g?aI and'certifica- M
. | tion agencies have beéuﬁ TLeuE or csﬁbétency-basa zrformance recuire- .
) ments (Burdin, 1971; Elam, 1; Schrzider, 1973; Turn oo, 1972). Cqmggténcf-

., or performance-based teach:r 2ducation (CBTE) prog-ams are based on three

7 . . . . : . .
. negessary components: (a) zompetencvyskills are stated in behavioral terms,
/7 A _ I
(b) criteria for assessing the compstencies of teachers are made explicit

3 . : ES , . .
and public, and (¢) teacher: arc held accountable for meeting these cri- ,
teria (Burdin, 1971; Elam, 1371; Semmel & Semmel, 1975; Shalock, 1971). 4,

S - CombefenCbia§ed SCBTE) programs élso emphasizeffie}dJsettings, protocol
and ?raining‘matefials,Ts§s§eﬁafic progress, exit rédairemenis and. system- .
.. » atic feedback (Andrewg; 197;; Burke, 1972; Elam, 197i Schnéidér, 1953);
. N ) _ ‘
‘ Because CBTE frogranms focus ‘om the act of teaching, there is a need
; . . . o . [} :
to‘develoﬁ.sufficiently'senéifivb mégsuremeht téols fo; éssessipg the

k)

L
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ibaching process. Many educators ‘have developed observation instruments

- whidh»rééord teacher-pupil behavior in classroom settings (e.g., Flanders,

1967; Semmel "G Myers, 1971;[Simon & éByer} 1970). Observation-instruments

focus on teache. performance and are capable of systematically measuring
. s ¥

and feeding back relevant performince information’, -

, -

" Observation instruments render a systematic record’of teaching acts
and scrutinize the process of teaching by taking into acéount each incident'

-

of interacticn that occurs (Flanders 970) Many pbservat1on 1nstruments:

?

have been developed; "Some focus on ;he cognitive or affect1ve doma1n 3

.

. While others are- combrinations of the two domains (Simon § Boyer, 1970). ¢
" N - ’ .
N Gbservation tools allow eduéatprs to set ‘up specific behavioral objectives =

. :to be met by teachers, suggest particular -traifiing methoqi‘for the teachers,
0 ’ . .

.

and usually provide reliable measures for attainment of Specific teaching

.
b3 .-

R ’ . ¥

-t

. skills (Semmel .& Thiagqrhjan,‘1973). Thus, observation instryments-are

clearly useful for ﬁuilding specific teacher 90mp§ieﬁcies (Amidon, 1970;
. “ ¢

¥

Bondi, 1§70= Flanders, 1970; Semmel G,Thiagaxajan, 1973). A 7

_ The recogh1zed fut111ty of searching for teacher character1st1cs as
F e )
‘ pred1ctors of teach1ng success (Dunk1n & B1dd1e, 1974), the growlng d1ssat-
!
1sfadt1on with present approaches to teacher educat1on (Rosner E Kay, 1974),

the availab111ty of more and better analyt1c\tools in teacher educat1on
- . c )
(Flanders, 1974), and the demand for greater accountab111ty (R11es, 1973)

have g1Ven rlse;to‘competency-bgsed teacher education (Andrews, 1972;
< . 7

_Burdin, 1971; Elam, 1971 Shalock,- 1971).. A% Rosner (1974) suggests

¢

¢ Competency based teacher eddcat1oﬁ is not ,an end initkelf.

It is a procegs of moving frém’ the preSent ambiguqus state of

teacher education to a more clearly articulated program of pro- - .

7 - fessional education. Competency-hased teacher(fducat1on gCBTE)
is a transitional model for estabL;sh1ng teacher education on -
a firm thedretical and empirical base uﬂsﬁmately directed to e
the improved_deliveryrpﬁ,educational sepvices (p. 295).%

- - . . rFa 3 .

;o | BT L oo
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. Inservice Education : ~,

t ) -1

- Surveys of inservice education reveal that it is an antiquated , -
, : . P
system which "has not changed in the past 40 years (Bowman, Freeman,

-t

A
N 13

. °,  .Olsen & Pieper, 1973; Buskin, 1970; Edelfelt, 1972; Goodlad, 1969;
. G .

' Johnston, 197&7'Richey, ;957;?Hu3in' 1970) ° Inserv1g§ programmlng
. - ‘ ? -
- whs instituted primarily as a fynction of the increase 1n numbers of

- 4+~

schools'and classes, a shortage of teachers, and a large ﬁumber,of’

Sar

- L

5 i . A o 7 -, ! -- P .- '
nondegree teachers (Richey,- 1556). Yet none cof tnese\qpnd;tlons -4
L
, obtaiﬁ todav. The field of eddcatioﬁ is'turreﬁfly witnessing a de-

' 5
\” crease in school enrollments and a surplus 6f teachers, many of whom.
AN e
are overgualiified. However, B/pernetGZann of an outmoded 1n5erv1ce"
training_system'continupé. o ' R
’ ’ . ‘ . Y

. ) . . e L.
Most inservice progranm content js fragmented, repetitious, and

“unmeaningful to CAassroom .teacners. Typical of. 1n§e;v1ce progfhmm1ng~

o are workshops,.v151ts to ather é;ache}s claSé?ooms study groups and
Sep£chber orieqtatlons, Juskin (1970) reportedﬁihat oéce‘teachers
finished inéervice workshops andqreturned to theif'classfbo%s,_”fhe

( n&mber of changes carried over ﬁnto tie feéuléf year by}teéchef;fwas'.
slight (p.22)." He- emnha51zed that adhinistrators may have to admgt
‘ that inservice, as ft éx%sts today, has little, if any, 1mpac% on ‘

. ihe class?gom. o Do~ Q' -

~ 4

Q L Y, B 1JL . ‘ . v‘, L
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In addition, most 1nser¢§ce training is Anconvenlently scheduled for

the claserOm “teacher (Bgwman et al., 1973: Roberts, 1964) Brogramm1ng

"‘ ",Jv
usually occurs after school hours, in the late afternoon or evenlng, on
4 . , . R ; \
',Saturaax or dur1ng summer recess or other lea/ec- -absenjp Yat, as
N - 3

' camyuses, administFfative centers, or educational! materials centers (De- ',

{

N

N
e

Roberts (1964) points out, ''the inserv1oe program will not be as strong

. - o . o . S .
as it would be if it were recognized ‘that some important experience can - -
o . ) ) T \: . AAN 8 ' ' ’ : g
occug only during school time (p.. 20j. S .
o . - " o
Inservice .education is helcd most often on college or university

4 . . )
shields, 1971; Ga;oa,w1970; qaski, 16735 Roberts.,” 1964). iTeachers are

-

‘'obliged to leave their classrooms in order to gain new skillsf Dyer (1968),

} . ] o
Katz (1972), and Turner 71972} suggest that tke teacher's. ¢glassroom is the
N i P R ' ¢ . -
most nurturant atmosphere for gaining new teaching $kills., Yet a review
- s : -

-
~,

of the literature indicates most ‘inservice activities do,nof incorporate
the teacher's classrocn environment (Johnston, 1973; Rubin, 1973).
Involvement of teachers 1n-most inservice education act1V1t1es‘1s

N
minim%} (Crabbs, 197’

-~ «

/\

%delfelE, 1972 Johnston, 1973) Howev r, most

my 6/ » .
& . \
research on learning shows that actd e.part1C1pants i the 1 rming pro-

N

pess will }earn at a higher rate than observers. % review of inservice

¢

training ind1cates tnat,mOSt teachers listen to speakers waxéh films or

other media, or observe a demonstnig;nﬁ of teaching-methods (Buskin, 1970;

. .

3 . H
N

-

. : : o

Mauth, 1962). The fact that most xe%;hers are passive.learners in inser-
) R / ' © . ./

vice training programs may adrount, in part, for the minimal retengion and
e s s . * ~ k4 . "

. X - : - ¢

transfer effects (Crabbs, 1972; Johnston, 1673). ) .

Too often, inservice programs are seen by both teachers and adminj -

strators as ”specio%,acfiviéie;,” not integrally related to the regular

|
v

school program. Teachers tend to see inservice education as a series of

¢ T / . . . ’ ’ Ty
. | \ L = 3 ' : \\

»’
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) L " . S . , s
meetings which, when terminated, will complete 1nserV1Ce,educat;on.unt11~
, <& new topic can be -initiated. Once ‘the inservice meetings are ‘over, the .

top1cs.COVered?are usually forgotten.~ Inservice.traig%ngyis not usuall?"

T RN \

(2
, o - thouguﬂqu as part of a. cont1nuous attack upon 1mportant da11y profes-

r 7 -
~—— A ’ '

sionaI problems which musttbe faqed if educatlon is .to 1mprOVe in the

\ futur‘b o . ’\ ks | ) R . : .

;‘ "' Trafnerq seein to have only themselves to blarme for teacher indiffer-

5
\

‘encg to inservice education topics: ‘Mdst\programming ends at the inservice’
e .ﬁ_ workshop!, and the Qransfer of teaching wgilis.tu tue.ciassrooq is never
i ‘ . . ‘ . o
7 measured. Aczordapg to Mauth (1962),«"Un1ess actuaf,feedback 6ccurs there
is no more educat1ona1 defense for any1nserv1ce prOgram for teachers, than
' for a e1assroom ‘program Nthh has ;o 1nf1uenfe on ‘the out-of- school beha-
‘vior\of children (u, IS).T'lzzeﬁfteachers attempt to implement a skill.

o

learned during ah ihseryicé meeting, they generaIly receive no systematic

, : : o

.feedback on their performance in the classroom.

- . - - . ’ . )
Evaluation’techniques of inservice education are most. often inadequate

&

v

¢ ating teacher skill growth (Buskin, 1970). -Usuaiiy, pregram evaluation

. . . i) ' . ' ' T
consists of a chiecklist that characterlzes the workshop "leaders." _Further-

more, 1t appears that inservice educat1on trainers will perpetuate the

antiquated_system of evaluation as long as the- present mo@psiof training

are -encouraged. § . : . '
. & : . of -

¢ ES
v .

because they haye ncither a fogmative nor a summative component for evalu- .

»

~

It -is’ concludéd from the above discussion that most contemporary in- = |

_ . service education efforts are ineffecti. s andyirrelevant to the needs of
teachers. Rubin (1970), in a survey ofJﬁﬁservice programs, found:

Most inservice prbgrams are sporadijc and disorganized. There
was no attempt to design programs to accommoddte individual
differences in teachers. Most programs were designed as if

T . oo

O PR -
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3 Apg}ication of Technology to Inservice Teacher Education .

RN

.all. teachers were the same. Most often university personnel
‘were used’%aYtralnees and their understand1ng of the classroom
was often peripheral And school. administrators and supervisors
seldom had the negessary time to devote to training} most ,pro-
grams did not take““nto account the wide divergence of teach1ng
conditions in d1fferent schools and the different pressures
. ‘teachers had from various types of students, communities, and
: parents (p. 23) e (

.

s .

Turner (1972) emphasized that an innovative direction for inservice
. training was the use of new technology. He desaribed a model of inservice

. : 3 ' . ' .« . } - ‘ "
education that would: utilize an, on-line, real-time computer; take place

- in the classroom during the school da), be 1nd1v1dually suited to a teach-
er's’ partlcular classroom needs, assure\the teacher's active participation;

and giVe immediate feedback to the teacher on his/her performance. Turner

- (1972) states: ,

-

. - a forthcéming development in computer utilization in teacher
inservice education lies in the use of small, inexpensive o
real-time computers’ which are connected on-line to ‘classrooms.

One method of using this type of system is to code the behavior
of the teacher in the classrdom as it occurs, transmit it to
the computer for virtually instant analysis, and transmit the
.analyzed behavior back te the teacher so that he/she has
continuous feedback about his own instruction (p:. 20). -

Although not cited hy Turner, Semmel has beeﬁfaeveloping a Computef-

Assisted Teacher Training System (CATTS) since 1968, CATTSis based on a-
closed-loop‘cyBernetic'feedback system, »The.syktem‘prodqees immediate in-
session or post;Session‘feedback to a teacher tréinee on his/her specific

teaching behaviors within microseconds of the event's occurrence (Semmel,

—

1968; Semmel, Olson, § Weiske, 1971; Semmel, 1975).
CATTS is designed to input classroom-data, which are observed by a

trained cher; on-line to a computer system, These data are instantaneously
. . ‘.‘77‘ ‘e . | ’ ‘
analyzed by a small on-line computer, and feedback is generated in micro-

seconds, Basically, CATTS reduces the tedfous work of processing and



analyzing observation data.

~ 4

The'CATTS configuration h;s been successfully demonstrated-in pre-
service téacher ;ducation laboratory settings (Kreider, 1969;'échmitt( 1969;
Semmel, 1968; Semmel\& Sitko, 1973; VénEvéry, 1971; Weaver, 1969). Many
educators would agree that preservice training is an important phase'in
te;cher education, but that it;certainly should not be the only focai
point*of research endeavors'(Rosner & Kay, 1974; Shalock, 1971; Turner,
1§72). The CATTS system has particular potential as an inservfge training
tool if adaﬁted for community settings.

It thus appeafs timely to focus CATTS on inservice teacher-training
problems. Survey of the research indicates that inservice education inv
field settings needs greater attention. ‘There is a cﬁrrent need to develop

“new, effective delivery sysfems for training teachers because of the anti-

quated condition of most inservice programs today.

Modifying CATTS for -Inservice Teacher Training

CATTS can be modifie@ to reach field settiﬁgs. With modific#tidns.

' . CATTS can use the teacher's classroom for inservice education without
forcing the teacher to leave the room. Inservice education could be indi-’
vidually suited to specific teacher needs and_provide immediate feedback

. to teachers about their teaching behavior in the classroom. . Inservice
education could also be convenieﬁfly structured so that there would be no
interruptionsvin the daiiy classroom routine. Thus, it appears that CATTS
is ‘at a stage of development that warrants its integration and validation

" in field settings away from the university laboratory.
| Semmel (1972) descrjbed a configuration that makes inservice CATTS
p&ssible through the use of a data phone delivéry system. The data phone

system is a long-distance telephone link between a computer center and

. :
1r'

- el
. s
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a'public school classroom. ,A trained observer is located in the fielh~.
centered classroom, where hé/she codes a teaéhe@'s performance on an obser-
vation system; reéording the interactions on a TOUCH-TONE telephone. The .
telephéne is linked, by a long-distance telephone line,’to a PDP~1} computer

at the Teacher Education Laborqfory (TEL) located at the Center for Inno-

el

vation in Teaching the Handicapped (CITH) in Bloomington, Indiana. The

data input is received by the computer, which is programmed to analyze
v B

the'input. The computer then transmits the feedback on alfeletybé printer
. i

to the teacher in the field setting within miﬁutes of the coded teaéher

and/or pupil performance.

In general, modifying CATTS far inservice has’'great potential as

being an efficient educational tool. Since CATTS can be made readily‘

available *in any remote setting with access to a telephone, educational-

‘concerns such asjinsérvice training can be easily updated. Research indi-

b4

‘cates that there is a growing demand for inservice to educators who teach

i

the disadvantaged, retarded or~learning disabled (Dunn, 1968; Semmel, 1972).

Hence, a timely use of CATTS would appear to be in educational setting%
- . . \ - °

3 n, C. o
where ''special' education problems exist, - f

Purpose of the Study
L

The purpose of this study was to imprové the low social status of

SN . |
rejected children in target elementary school classrooms, through the imple-

mentation of an in situ CATTS intérvention. This was facilitated by using

i

. . . [
a three-stage model which stressed input, process, and product variable

interactions. The input variables have been defined as the pupils' pretest

scores on a sociometric instrument; the process variables have been defined

as the effects of CATTS in modifying classroom interactions; and the product

variables were defined as the pu iIs' osttest scores on the sociometric
pup P .

"",,' ) ’/, ; .
1 U o N ‘_ *va . ]
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instrument (see Figureql). | ;ﬁf
In order to implement this sociohetfic ch. .~ study, the ComPUFer-lﬁ

Assisted Teacher Training System (CATTS) data phone configuratioa'vas used

in,a.remece field setting. . The CATTS inservice model encouraged teachers

to interact positively with low-status children. The teach: s were asked

to increase these specific interactions: (a) ask more high --7 low-level
questions of the low-status children; (b) call on the ;ow , chiidrea
b& name more frequently; (c) answer questions which low-¢ 1iidren
ask; (d) make encouraging, support1ve statements to fhe . s children;
(e) give pos1tive feedback; and (f) encourage the 1?4 st: lerenzfc
part1c1pate in classroom discusgsions. // ‘ //

. v : : / /

) This.study_was designed to demonstrate t;e/effects c ~:x:d§éée post-

in their - “actioﬁ

session feedback on the behav1or of the teacyer

with lowfstatus children. The interest-was in demonstratznz .at teachers

increase their interactions with rejected children as a funct-on of. re-
. ‘ /’

) ceiving immediate CATTS feedback on’theif teaching behayior:. Ultimately,

the classroom dynam1cs were expected to qhange such that the rejected

children became more accepted bx/fhe1r classmates,/és evident.d by positive

. /
1 . /
/ . /

change scores upon soc1ometrlc posttest1ng

The follow1ng chapter feV1ews the " 11teratére relevant t¢ :he specific

/
K3 /

. / . )
issues concern1ng the problem investigated in the current study.

/

By
1
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

A .
Y . .
. * ¥

A review of the literature on sociometric’ status and teacher educa-
‘ tion feedback techniques is' the concern of this chapter. These specific
areas of the literature are reviewed Because the present stud: vestigated
;ipe’effect qf the Computer-Assisted Teach :r Training System (CA"7S) post-
session-feedback as an interyention in changihg the low social status of
. ] . . :
‘rejected children. :

1

Sociometric Status

Sociometric Measurement ) : s .ﬁ
T < { 4

L}

@]

. . . . . . : , 7
Moreno (1934) pioneered the development 92}3 sociometric test tech-
. ) . - P Nm * . !

\ . ; N , . i
nique which evaluated the extent to which pupils are accepted by their

N\

peers and assessed the internal social structure of a group. Sociometric
Vs . . :
-tests require peers to choose a given number of associates for some group

activity or situation. The basis for the choice is commoniy referred to
. e

"as the sociometric question or sociometric criterion (Gronlund, 1959).
The number of times that each 'individual is chosen is referred to as his/
her sociometric status. Each subject then receives a score indicating the |,

' number of positive (and/or negative) choices he/she received The pattern

I «
/ s 4

' of choices determines the child's status as star, rejectee or neglectee, etc.

. - . sy / :
/ . Sociometric instrumentation has been repeatedly shown t6 be reliable
- and valid in assessing the internal structure of a classroom (Bonney, 1943,

3
-

. # . ) . o
1946;.Gronlund, 1955, 1956; Grossman,§ Wrighter, 1948). The most extenJ

sive studies conducted on the reliabifity question have been those by
Bonney (1955). He lookegd at the.stability of’sociometric status scores .

over one-year intervals for a four-yeaf period. Initially, he gave a

5 . . ( v

=

Q ' J

ERIC 0
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N,

¢

choice process.

t
'
!
i

sociometric test to a group oﬁ second graders (N = 45) and then adminis-

; < .

L

tered the test repeatedly at yearly intervals up to th%(fifth grade. Th

n i 1

stability of this com ¢ .us score was evaluat 1 1

cofrelating the pupil .« ouet: c status’ between the - ar:

grade levels. Stabilir ‘anged from .67:to..84 for the one-

rade levels. Hence, Bonney d:mon-

year {ntermals between . s

strated that sociometr 1S i 1@ nﬁmﬁér of sociometric cri:er

has a relaiively high ¢ >f:“ ty nver a ﬁ%riod ;}f;everal“year
Groﬁlpnd (1955), 1in ;uﬁy : boys and 626 girl% at the sixth-

grade level, tried t¢ dew.rmir :iont to which sociometric status
reliable for three di fe 1 : ¢ - questions. le looked at the ,chol

of seating companion, wc . com - ad: nlay companion. The mean corr

by

lation coefficients r-nged from .86 for boys, and from .76 to .80

\

for girls. Thelhighest correlat: were bg;weéﬁ the seating'éompanion
and‘&ork companion cho?ces for bp:' 2zes. The lowest cdrrélations werc
bétween play and work criferia: " ~ilatively high degreé~of correl~"‘ or
‘(£.= .75) points to ¢ géneral ﬁig; co.ability faétor,opeww“*ﬂ!

. ::-, * . .
"y Studies thus far re¢.iewed hav ,een concerned with the gene:..Jj stabil-

L

«

™

ity d% results. Even though a relatively high degree’of stability has

been indicated, there are data indicatipg that even more stability occurs

L By

at the extreme.sociometrfb status positions (Gronlund, 1955; Thompson §

: -~ . , \
Powell, 1951). These studies demonstrated ¢has’stars and.rejectees tend to

shift less in sociometric positions than those in the middle or average

sociometric status categories. ' This houldﬂillustrate that high and low

sociometric positions are more stable than the average sociometric rankings.

. .- ——

LU"

12

g,

§
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‘ Validai 4iv: )f sociometric fhstrqmeﬂts haVe~béép based o? )
-éomp;”~ ns of te - judgments d’socfometric-test regg};sr- I%.one
mett . of val = = teachers werg requested to ﬁrédict the relative. '
soci.. acce- .- théir ﬁupilg, and these-judgﬁe S werqiiheq comp: !
with resu. sociome: vic ihstrﬁment: Gage, U% @ f, and Stone (LP‘Sj'
compare: _mehzs of 103 teachers in fourth-,/fifth-; and éixtﬁ#gréde i
classe: 2 fesiifgffrom 4 soc¢iometric tegt./“fhey'gged‘gf;est whi -
required S0 %elect fQVe‘children in'theif.ﬁlassroom Qhém.ngey would-
. : , . N
Iike t: ;ié';mates if ehe classroom were sﬁlig in half. The
teache: - 3¢ to predict which\%ive children each pupil woui
| choose iat on of ;_4’;48 was found for\the teachers.
This i : zree‘of re;afionship between the socioﬁetric,f
and th e . .,Oifls. l “/ | . A o =
1 .the A Qcioﬁetric test validation, teachérs wefe Iy
_to rank-orde: .r pupi. apéordin <—to accepte oy their classmates. )
che .ries ¢ studic. , the r lgﬁipnship'betWeen the teachers}/iudgments

A2
5 ,

3 N o . . . ' - ' ;
and the ?OC1ometr1c results was determined by correlating the teachers'
.3 < : ’ ) X y
rank-order predictions of their pupil&' acceptance with the pupils' actu
! RS .
rankings, based on the number of sociometricicﬂoices each pupil receivec

(Gronlund, 1951, 1955, 1956, 1958, 1959).

In general, studies of reliability and validity of sociometric choice
= . N b » .
tend toindicate that: (a) sociometric status scores are more stable if ~

-

~

they are based on several sociometric criteria (Bonney, 1955; Gronlﬁna, 1955,

1959); (b) the longer subjects have known one ancther prior to the first test,
I : . . .

o - Yy oL

the greater the cpnsistency in sociometric judgments between test and retest

. &
(Bonney, 1955; Gifnlund, 1955); (c) the larger the number of discriminations

»

_regﬁired by the instrument, the grﬁhter the consistency of sociometric
- . . . : -
‘ . .. o , 7 .
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\'iudgm;nts_bé-«een tq;t'and rétest (Bonnéy,'1§5 rfor wun o 93]
-y . ' L v
{, ociometric v :atus at the extremés isqure st: . than ton svaw secic
:\.'_ n;tric categcries (Gronluﬂd,_1959; Tﬁompson 4 weii. ¢
" socigmetfic =~sults are-si%ﬁifiganflfﬂrelateC'~ 2 omc tar e f
vhpifs é;d t. © achers' jgdgment§ 6f¢soci;1 P
i5., 1956, .9¢ . T ’
Z, ') “ amalit . _and Sociél A;cepta%cé
G tinf ::tud'ies_t,Lfi’x‘e pi"iﬁq coA
.. T~ - sociometric meas: Ak
. 1oen ‘ja +hich have been :how. - be ci
< o S _ |
. ) found that there were @istinct p rso ..it whiu:
dso Ji en hfgh andﬁloﬁ}gtatus in the él;-‘roéh.v P koe
x , so. azrtri us were,characteriz;d“as "tidy," © od- ki v SR
azd’"frieh%}y.“ ‘n a similar ;tudy'Kuhlen and Lo ¢ : n ]
'\ nur"z-'v' haracterized as good-logk. . ¢ ..ar. fr ad. o,
“thu. . .« Moreove;ﬁ theyﬁwere s#id to ..uke EY coooad Toitioze
- ties mor: ofteq.thén low-status student: -
srossman and Wrighter (1948), using the Cuiifor: .a Tes:. >f -ersonality,
.und ‘that high-dtatus 'chﬂ;’if‘an had\significantly h’ r scoves -han low-
status.children., Scandigt;é (1953Y, in asimilar ﬁgﬂwy, found that eighth-
i < & -
grade pugi1§:with low social status felt.rejected ar. insecure iB/;heér ’
relatioﬂghiﬁé‘in schabl. The low-status students alco felt that they were
treatedtSadly by»stﬁdents and teachers, and they believéd fhat np one
really cared about their welfare. ' ) : ' |
! Several studies have atteﬁpted to. isolate charac - stics of low;
status chjldren (Barclay, 1966; Brown, 1955; Hartu , .:erl& Char: :sworth,
-~ ‘ » . ’ 2‘«
Q ; o

EMC R S o ) . e
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¢ .  1965; smith, 1950; Togio, 1

Hartup, Glazer and Cha:
» " -
’ and sop1ometr1c status. Pe

"
, '&ﬂ,attention and appnow

Y
&

A :
}/ym%stOLh'and (d)}tpkens.

At (a)‘noﬂapmpliance, (b)\inx
:‘ w . N ’ ’ ‘ ;
results indicated that so:z... : :coo
) v . .

\
the frequency of positive r inrorcen

correlated with negative reorfrrcems

Sm1th (1950) investigs oo

had in common, ‘as well as ci

lhad'%n_;ommon.j She found n. e

A T

‘ liked, ~upils were: nice, 70c spor

2}
=
'Y

- others. Disliked children we-

1

J
Pt
IS

ing othars, pushing peoplc, n

54
2

Brown (1955) reportec th
¥

level were noticeably "lac ‘ing sinc-

¢
/
/

Tiw

,Cooper; 194

165) looked

(“reinforcey
3

7 and person

rorcers were

derogation

- ~ .

. was sigdif

Rejectios

sristics tha:

/" high school students, Brown found that

in conduct considered wrong, (b) were insincere,

2

*s that ''mos
iked, in cc
nsiderate,

‘ized as: wa -

‘air, and scrza

s students cn

;

L)
" In an 1invezs:

_ow-status students:

:ignificantl{

i
.

& B

LN
¢ , bY
P AN
> reinforcement
w r
haracte “tze y:
.tceptance, - SE
1cterized ©:
(d) rattack ’
.y correlated t ‘:h

-liked" childrer

I3 o
A .

e chi’dren

st to the 1.
ily, and

te figh-

nirB. !

e highls:r

-igation of .,:

(c) had low ideals,

I4 . ..
used profane or obscene.language, and (e) were stuck _Jup or snobbish.

-her-

0

(a) engaged

i
h

Young and CoopeEJ in - another study (1944), found that low social status

children téndéd to have low social standards and weTe not responsive to

-social ‘norms. Barclay (1966) found that high-status.students were more

interested- in hobbies, dancing, popular music and sports than thée:low-

vers10n extrover51on dichctom which d1fferéﬂt1ates hlwh from some’ low

social status students.-

/ (//f‘
i .

-

O
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status students. Barclay also suggested that there mlght be a grgss 1ntro-



&

.- _ - e o R ¥,

»

) -

and-'social
L ? ) , . . )
high and owisceial status chiﬂﬁren,. High-status éhildqen %i;g characterx-

- p £ v, - .
* ized as good-l-oking, -happy, friendly, enthusiastic, -and popular. On the

v .

DR v
> )
other Wand\,
.

N

I'c social status children were 6Barféterized as having® low-
- g '»,- CE—- " B v
. / . "o
ideals, fighti:.y; bothering people; insecure, and using profane or obscene
e N ’ ’
. A . ' Lo ' '
. language., Lver. more important are the findings that indicate 1ow;

;7,/ ) e

children feél insecure, discriminated against, and show stgns of emotional

4

oL L9 \ o ; =~ v oo . N
- instability. N ] : ¢

. N $ . - ; . . r
.School Achievement and Social Accgpt&nce S \ -

P

~

«

us and school achievement. He used a large number pf standardized instru-
ments to test the achievement of a populatdion of:300 fifthégyade students.

: , 9 .
He found that the highly accepted group, as identified and perceived by

‘their peers, was significantly_highqr‘than the‘rejectgd group in mean

A

achieé%ment. . ‘ 4 .

/

I

L

. ‘
tance showed that academic achieVement was significam;ly related to the
v < 1 .

IS . . o . . A
extremes ‘'in peer acceptance.~ Muma found the most liked were the highest

& achievers and, conversely, éhe lowest achievers were the least-iiked, low-

~.

N

status students. : ‘ , C
1 -

’ * In summary, these two investigations indicate that there is a strong

RN

scorrelation between academic achievement and social acceptance. Moreover,

-

» %
the daéa reveal that a student who is secure in his/her interpersonal

relations has lesls personal confltgg,and‘thué achieves at a much higher

B L.

level than a low—stétug)child.

“ s

-~

: é} Dentler and Macqur\(1962j;showed a positive correlation hetween

\ : : : .

Q ‘; ! 1 1, \\‘ . O -  €
ERIC | A
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In essencg, these'studies sHowing a relationship hetweon personality-

i C - . . R .o .
tar us alllseem to point to the dichotomy that exists between - *

$fgtds“

Buswell (1953) found that‘thef@ was a relationship between social statr

" Muma's (1965) investigation of academic achievement and social accep-

7
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intelligence and peer, aeceptaﬂfe (r

“mentally retarded'children were less accepted and moré rejected thar the

foﬁn

. R B I .
“ a ’ P

.30 to .50). Studies hy Baldwin

L
. uu-x'
=

t

(lg/ﬂ), Coodman Gottlreb and ﬁarrrqon (I072), Cottlleb Copen amd Gold-
§

stein (19 73),\and Iohnson (10%0), concern1ng the rejection of educahle

3

mentally retarded chjldren (FMR) in the classroomyfgive Furthe; Support Lo

). <N
the notion that jntelligence js a covariate of social status.

~—

) t Lo o ., o .
Johnson (1950) looked .at the :oc1al status.of‘aw mentallyrretarded
N J

P . . . s . R ’

children in a- eomnunva hhere there \ere no clasqes tfor the retagﬁeQ\Q}kv

5,
found that, haseo qn the re ult, of a sociometric 1nstrument, educable

e

- > 4

nonretardéd children‘ that the hiuner the IQ, the’ moxe accepted the ch11d

~ .

and that EHR chxldren were rc1ceted because of behavror prohlems rather

.
r

O s I

v

" than low academic¢ achievement. N : SO .

Baldwin (1958) étudied the Social status of EMR children in regular
'* ~
Clae;j7oms in a school- district which had special education classeg., She

[N ay
v

that mentaliy retarded children were less spcihily accepted than the

normals, and that socially inappropriate hehaviors such as ffgﬁting, hitting,

. , .
lying, cheating, and hossinq were the cause of rejection. ‘

’

™,

chxldren into L nongraded school setting. Two groups of 1ntggrated EMR

students were involved in the study. One group was completely integrated

4

and spent the full day in regular classroomé; the other grqup was in the

&
[

Goodman Cottlleb and Harr1:on (1072) tud1ed the integration of EMR

b

s¢hool buf»segregated. The researchers found that EMRs who-were completely~

integrated into the school day. were significantly more rejected than their

nonretarded peers.” Furthermore, the integrated E'Rs'were rejected signif-

/

to ‘reject the -EMRS more than younger chYﬁdren in the primary, grades did,
T 3 . .
A ’ 2 .

Gottlieb, Cohen, and Golds :tein (1973), in a studv of EMR integration

LE : S "

.icantly more often than the seg;egated E?Rs. Intermediate students seemed

4

{
£



/ . v
. - "‘ - . A/- ’ v A .>" " /1 -
s ) N ' ) ' ’ . . . A ! . -
in the regular classroom, found that attitudes .of regular children toward
: ‘ R . S | LT s
. EMRs were most favorable in the schoolsenot having fetarded children, and - .

, . 14

. . that the attitudeg/mere lesssfavorable when regulhr children had opportuniz) *j
. . - - ‘ .‘/" S . . o . ' ' ) . ©
ties for social contéct with the/ﬁMR chiﬂdren" : )

These res¢arch reports xndxcate that IHR children are not accepted R

{& o 70 ’ - " B
because they do not have the ”<0c111 graces!' necessary to be acqepted in. ro
- L . Foo ’ ’ B . o

) » - -
. a regular classroom, These qtudjes also 111ustratc.the strohgtrelationshipﬂfz

or . : '

T ) S ' - ' ‘ : N R
hetween intelligence anj sotial stntus..‘ ‘ 4 S '

- - I ! ) g ‘
& ’ -

Socioeconomic Status and’'Social Acceptance

- -

- '.“
- - . - v ;
r / Lor .. b
Socioeconomic status has bheen found to be related to social status, in

// - the classroom (Bonnqy, 1943, 1948; Campbell, 1964). Bonney (1943), in.a

R

study ‘of elementaLy children, found that ther% wad 3 significdant correla-

'

e

tion between social’ status and.socioeconomic class. His results. 1nd1cated

teachers as tell as students tended to select those students from the 8

. K R . » J

higher social clagses, and thd§5the low-status sthdents'invariahly were
. ey ) .

* from lower socioeconomic homes. : ' ) 7

S

In another study, Bonneyv. (1041) investigated the relatxonsh1p of
fam1ly sygé"to social status in the classroom. This study followed ele-

mentary school students for two academic years. Bonney employed a socio-
” “ -

metric technique and correlated the scores to family size and socioeconomic

N

class. His data indicated that there was little correlation between famiéy
) . L) . 3
i size and social acceptance. However, his results showed that the least-

" ) N
N liked children came from lower ‘socioeconomic backgrounds and, conversely,
[N . . B
, ) A ,

the highzstatus studenﬁ§ came from the middle- and upper-class hackgrounds.
A i o ' : 3

Vi ' . - . .
In a study using modified sociometric'procedures, Neugarten (1946)

1

found that bhoth elementary and high school studen}s tended to discriminate’

- . it
'k . . kY

high- from low-status children on the basis of socioecofiomic class. Elkins,

. -

ERIC - . - - = _. 2. . LY
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in.a 1958 study, also obtained results, showing a significant correlation
. between sociometric preferences and‘socioeconomic status.

Campbell (1964), in a review of peer relations, concluded that there

is no single item_that can be. 1solated which contributes to the relation-

ship of soc1oeconom1c status and soc1al status. But he 1nd1catq_~khat

19,

there were several variables interacting which bring about the correlation

o
Y

‘Campbell suggested that frequencybpf contact, ecological separation, and

differences in value orientations all play a part and may reinforce one

another.

Teacher ‘Bias and Social, Acceptance

Teacher bias has been found to be related to social-status in the
classroom (Good § Brophy, 1972; Gronlund,_LQSQ; Retish,~1968; Rosenthal é
Jacobson,‘1968; Silberman, 1969). Atfé& E;E;Z) looked at the extent of

-modeling among young childf%n in prescghool claszrooms. .During the pre-
.obseryation, each child,yas asked to show a preference for one of two
similar dolls, The adult model (teacher) then displayed a preference for
a doll selected most by the children. " The children in the é}perimentalw
classeS»initated the preference of their teacher in selecting theiﬁaﬁ;

K

.favorite doll ‘at the completion of ‘the experimental period, This suggest

that teachers' behaV1ors are freelv 1m1tated by theirﬂstudents.
[ Silberman'(1969) examifted how teachers' atticudes towards their stu-
dents were revealed by‘their;classroom behavior; He specifically studied
the attitude areas of:concern indifference, rejection; and'attachment.
th1rd grade teachers were interviewed m}‘asked to name children who  came
to mind when thelinterv1ewer asked questions concerning the four attitude
7 ‘-

areas., Children 'in th; classroom were also interviewed and were asked to

predict. how ‘often the teacher would interact with'them 4n a typical day.

s
-

L | , . ;3;:

-Cf

S

Ten"

’
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In addition, teachers were observed with an instrument which recorded 3

teacher-pupil interactions. Silberman's results revealed that: (a)

""attachment™ students received significantly more positive feedback from

- ~ “the teachers, \(b) "concern" students Teceived significantly more_teachér
- confacts, "indifference“rstﬁdents received less teacher contacts,
‘(d) "rejected“—students'received a éignificantly greater amount. of nega-
tive feedﬁgsk,_and (e) "correlations" betweén students' predigtions and

. L : . /
actual observations were significantly positive. Moreover, Silberman

v

summarized:

Many such behaviors aimed at individual students are visible to
e other students in the class as well. Thus, it is likely
tRat the daily classroom experience of recipient students is,
significantly altered by teachers' actions which express their
\\\\\\‘s$titudes. These actions not only serve to commmnicate to

udents the regard in which they are held by a significant
adult, but they also guide the perception of, and behavior
toward these students by peers (p. 407).

Good and Brophy (1972),.in a replication of the Silberman (1969)
7 *' K ’
investigation, studied{differential teacher behavior toward different

students in relationship to the attitudes that teachers held toward those

students. Nine first-grade teachers were observed for 40 hours in order

»

to samp1e pGpi1-teachef interaction patterns. They were'then asked to
‘select children about whom they felt indigferenc;,'éttachment,‘concern;
and/or rejection. Teacher attitudes and classroom data were analyzed.

. ReSultsishowed that '"attachment' students were actively praised h} the
'teaéher and were givgn-the most Qpportunities to answer high-level cogni-
. tive demands. 'Concern' students initiated more contacts with the teacher,

and she soﬁght these children in return, Concern'students.usually had, only

the opportunity to answer low-level questions.  "'Indiffererice" students.

>

were passive in the classroom, never answered questions, and had the least

<N
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contact with the teacher. !'Rejected"-students were most avoided by thi”//

v

teacher, most criticized, and most neglected when they initiated cgyfgét

N

with the teacher. R . Vo
- : { //

) N/
Jackson, Silberman, and Wolfson (1969), in a study of teacher atti-

_tudes, found there was differpntial treatment of students. Employing an

interview technique with third-grade teachers, the investigators asked

teachers to describe the first two children in their class who came to

,\¥/pﬁn4: Data revealed that the first two children remembered were perceived

\ {

by the teacher as having many positive traits. In contrast, the last

two children,_the rejected ones, were characterized by negative descrip-

o’ . . . .
- 'tions ‘and seen as nonconforming in the classroom.

Differential treatment of students was also illustrated by Good
(1968) in an investigation of how teachers interact differently with.chil-

dren perceived as high or low achieving. The investigator asked féur

4

first-grade teachers to rank-order children according to achievement

- Kl . «
statfls, Teachers were then observed on the Good observational instrqunt.

Data indicated that those students perceiveé by the teacher as high
achievers weri/giqén significantly more opportunity to answer high-level
qhestions. Good's data also showed that high achievers received signifi-
cant}& mbre positive feedback and low achievers received signific;ntly
mo;e”negative feedback,

G ' ‘

“  Anderson and Brewer (1946) studied how the dominative and socially
ingégrative behavior of the teacher influences pupil behavior. DominatiQe
.béﬁavior was characterized b; the use of force, commands, threats, aéd

attacks dgainst the children by the.teaéﬁ?r, In contrast, socially inte-

grative behavior reflected the teachers' use of cooperation, discussions,

“and considered judgment of the student. Integrative hehavior was also

s

4
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characterized by adaptive and flexible teacher behaviar which encouraged

children to express their opinions. Andérson and Brewer found that, where

teachers used ‘dominative hehaviors, pupils tended to reduce social partici-

e

-pation and.inc;paée personal conflicts. On the other hand, pupils whose

s . E ) :
- teachers displayed integrative behavior were spontaneous social partici-

—~ - .

pants aﬁd had constructive social fespon;es to each other. Furthermore,
Anderson- and Bréﬁer found that both types of teacher behaviors seemed- to
spregd throughout the foom; socially integrative teachers haviﬁg rooms

. \ .
that were cooperating and emotionally stable, and dominative teachers
inciting con;licts and i1l will in the plaésroom. Tﬁis study clearly illu-
strates how critical the teacher behavior factor can be in setting socio-
emotional climatesAin a classroom.

In summary, teachers have been found to selectively interact with

children. More important, teachers' behaviors towards rejected children

:"seem to cue claserOmibeers on how the teacher wants them to interact with

the low-status children,

L3

Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968) reported evidence on the influence of
teacher expectations on pugil performance. A test of potential for intel-
N ’)'/
ligence was given to 18 classrooms. Twenty percent of the stuydents in a

classroom were randomly selected by exnerimenters and -1abeled as 'intel-

lectual hloomers.'" Teachers in the school were given ‘false psychdiogical

¢’

data that reported that the 'bloomers" had potential. for unusual intellec-

‘tual gains. Eight months later the students were posttested using the

same IQ test. Students for whom the teacher had been led to expect greater
intellqétual gain showed a significantly greater gain in IQ score than did
the control children.

In a similar study, Beez (1970) investigated the effects of prior

Sy

22



biasiné information about students on the expectation of teachers aﬁd on
future teac}h:mg behavior. ’He selected 50 children from Heads'tarvnd
assigned the pupils to high and loQ ahility groupings. Si*ty graduate
students attending summer school were assigned as tutors. Falsifie@ -
psychological data on thg children were given to each .tutor. TQEJ;;w
achieving group's folders contained j;té which indicated a poor prognosis
_for achievement. 1In the high achieving gtoup's folders, there were data
to indicate that the children had greaé potential for atadémfc groch.
The tutors worked yith the children for several weeks on ;pecifié-tasks.
Beez found that 81% of those teachers Qho believed that they had a h;gh-

achieving student taught elght or more words, while only 13% of the
teachers of tﬁb low ability group tried to ;each as mqny words.

The g;ez (1970) and Rosenthal (1968) studies hoth reveal that a
teacher's predisposition to the success or failure of hjis/her students
1nf1uences the ch11d's performance. These studies indicate that teachers'
brlor expectat1ons of academic as well as social performance’do influence
their teacwlng behav1ors.l Imp¥1cat10ns which can‘be drawn from these
findings Suggest some ;trategies foi intervention. First'of all, social
status intervention shquld he initiated hy the teacher because he/shé hés
been characferized as the most influential significant adult in the class-

room, Secondly, teachers %hould be made aware of their teaching behavior

‘patterns. Thirdly, teachers should be given immediate feedback on their

7
7

teaching profiles /
. 5 ‘
Low Social Status and Intervention Strategies x,,ng

Review of intervention studies shows that few have incorporated effi-

cient strategies in changing social status in the classroom (Chaires, 1966;

Kinney, 1953; Lilly, 1971). Rather than use the téaéﬁgf as the change agent

\
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"in the intervention strategy, these studies have: (a) taken low-status

<

children out of_thejélaésroom and given them individual and/or group
counseling, (b) had children taken from their classrooms by experimenters
and giveP socially iﬁtggrative skills, or (c) given low-status_childfen

"star" rgﬁes{7§uch as a lead in a play..

0

- Chaires (1966) tried to change the status of mentally retarded chil-
dren in interMediate and junior high/special education classes. 'Sdcio-

metric instruments were used to identify the ''stars" and "rejectees" of

the classrooms. Rejectees in each classroom were randomly assigned to

L

experimental and control groups. Each classroom's experimental group was"

composed of two rejectees and two stars. The stars and rejectees prac-

r
~

ticed for a classroom play for five weeks. Chaires found that experi- = ¢
mental.rejectees gained significantly in peer acceptance and also in self-

concept. In contra ; rejectees in the control grolp didinot make similar

gains. Chaires conclude¥ th 4 change resulted from the subjects' partici-
pation in a high-status hctivitxy(i.e., giving u play) and their associ-
ation with "stars' in the classroom, But the data revealed that social

status change was short-term and that there was no follow-up for the low-

; ‘

Statu§ children, - -
In a partial réplication of Chaires' (1966) investiéation, Lilly (1971)

tried to control for the various factors idenfified‘in the Chaires -study.

F#ctors identified for Lilly's study were (a) removal.of:experiAenfa}

students from the classroom, (h) interaction with adult experimenters,

(c) interaction with high acéeptance peers, (d) participation>in the skit

. ‘ K .
' - . gt . L
before the class, and (e) general increased saliency ot the experimental
. »

" “children to the other members of the class. In order to isolate and control

the féctors~previ0usly identified, six experimental groups were.§ef up,

>
B <



with eight subjects in each group. - Pretests, posttests, "and follow-up

-

tests were given using sociometric instrumentation. Statistical analysis

revealed that, as a grbup, experimental sﬁﬁizzgs gained significantly in
A - . “' 3 v -

social acceptance in contrast to the nontreatment control groups.* In the

follow-up testing, initiél gains were not maintained. Of the six inter-
vention variables séudied,'none-proviﬁed ;ignificant“gains in social
acceptance. |
Kranzler, Hayer; Dye; agﬁgﬂunger‘&19§6) made 'an attempt to assess
'the resuits of counseling with ;ow-sfatus'fourth-érade studenfs. Socio-
| metric status was the criterion fqr determining low status. "A socio- N
‘metrié device was administered_;o four fourth-grade classrooms. Stu&eﬁtz
»

_/ of low sociometric étatus_were'randomly assignéd,byaclassrooms to one of .

three treatment conditions: fh) counseling; (b)‘teacher guidance, or (c)

‘//n

!
control, When treatment cond1t1ons,were compared, 'the d1fferences favored .

\.— SR

the counseling condition, and the social status,change per51sted over a

L3

period of seven\months.‘ The pgﬁéibility of a temporary teacher thfluence

B

4
on the sociometric criterion was indicated; therefore, the effect—of thd,
+ ¢ N

treatment in chang1ng social status was quect1oned “ -
. L 4
In a replication of Kranzler, et al. (1966), Méyer, Kranzler, and
o - t 2

Mathes t1967) compared the effects of counsg}ing and selected guidance
iechniques on fifth- and sixth-grade low~status children. Sociometric

status and teacher ratings of students' social skills were selected as cri-

. teria. Subjects were selected from students who were in the lower half of
-4 R )’ . . )

théir classes in sociometric status and who indicated that they warted to

N
3

get along better with their peers. From each of seven classrooms an equal
number of subjects was randomly assigned to three treatment conditions:

(a) counseling, (b) teacher guidance, and (c) control. When the treatment

ERIC - - Jo |
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conditions were compared, no statistically significant differences were found.

* : \ _ . . -
success in changing low social status of children {Claires, 1966; Lilly, -

¢ .

- These four studies of social status intervention have had limited ° ZX

\

> 1971; Kranzler et al., 1966; Mayer et al., 1967). Only one study, Kranzler

A ¢

et al., 1966), showed maintenance of the intervention change. The writer

. suggests these results indicate a more influentidl individﬁél;)hould be -
- . . 4 - ! "’ A. .

the prime intervention ageft. A teacher can make social status changes

without having to take children out of the classroom. A teacher canfgda?t
- o 't J

‘

. - _,'. - 'I : 3 L ' 3 . j
to daily social changes in the clﬁggroom. Thus, the teacher is the most

efficient‘change agent of social status in a classroom. The following stud-

ies-look at teachers as agents of change in social status.

* ¥
- -

Teachers as Change Agents of Social Status ' >
ﬂ,"—& ” S " ' 1’\

Atkinson (1949) used the!teacher#ag'the.prime interven+ion agent iﬁ);f

[N

changing social status in the classroom. The investigator studied the -

r
use ofvsociometfic data in establishing work géoups in ‘the classroqp.

’

Rejectees and isolates were placed with hiéﬁ-statUS students fh various
training experiences. During 2 two-year period Atkinson foqu there were

- fewer isolgtes and rejectees. Atkinson attrihuted these social status =

2 ' ~ ~

changes to the opportunitv given to isolates and rejectees to associate,>§

i

-with high-status children and demonstrate "special skills."

L

i 3 . . .

Taba and Elkims (1950) studied socgal acceptance in an eighth-grade
classroom which used group discussion; prohlem solving, and open theme
writing in trying to change the rejection status of some, children. Taba

used sociometric tests and sociometric -ifiterviews to gather d%ta on a

. a

pre and posttest basis., Her results showed that.- sociometric status can

bé changed hy using these techniques. However, the lack of céntroﬁ>grouq§
, . ; N i

was a limitation of 'this and.Atkinson's study.
4 ’/' .

Q . ‘ 3(‘. ¢ ) ’ ‘ ) CeewY
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Kinney (1953) studied the use of various grouping techniqﬁe{iin

- ¢

changing social $tatus. 'Employing the teacher_as the intervention agent,
he compared experimental classrooms using flexible groups to control class- -
: - . . :

-rooms using abilj y and intact groups. Sociometric results indicated @hat

in five months it was possiblé to significantly increase social accept-

- a ° o
ance of children by using flexible grouping. An additional finding showed

that the number of rejectees in the inéect grd®s increased “during the

+ i
v

experiment.

Retish's 1968 study was one of the first controlled studies to use

————— - . K

\

. the teacher as the prime intervention agent in changing social status of
S;

pupils in the classroom. Retish tried to control thé\verbal'reinforceme

N

frequency of teachers who interagﬁedqwith low-status children. He theorized

that low-status children were rejected by the teacher hecause nf'gpwk

&« ‘ -

~

§ achievement profiles. The teachels' rejecthé% attitudes were then passed

on to theif classroom peerg. 'Using{;ociomet?icﬂdatQ, Retisﬁ se}gcted the' -,“
four most rejegted children in the classroom and randomP§ ass%gnéd them
to contrel and exnerimentél groups. Teachers>were asked to verbally'rein-

\ . 3 - - - ,
force the experimental child three times a;day for three weeks. 'Retishffbund
that the experimental rejectees significantly gained in social status, bﬁt
the teacher's posttest ratings did not reflect any changes in attitude

. v
'tbward the fejected ch?ldren. A closer look at thesg déta, howezer, indi-
'catgs that the teacher rating scale asked thebgéacher "to rate children '
in the classroom on the degree to which he/she thought the ¢hild woﬁld
- benefit from another'claSS.” Thus, little-attitude change could héve been
Va - «
. expected, since it was a question ofvplacement rather than.attitude.

‘ Leyser (1976) used the tepcher as the primary. interventibn agent. lle

used a roleplaying module to give teachers skills in working with rejected

“
~
o

O . -
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children in the classroom. He was specifically concerned with the effect

of the intervention module Qni/ia) changing the social status of rejected

Lg .
-+~ and isqlated‘cﬁildren, (b) changing peer perception of the rejected and .

Y

-

\

isoiated'classmatbé, and (¢) changing the teachers' perceptions of -the
. rejected and isolated students. The module contained roleplgfing lessons
.6 . . . .
and ,story problems dealing with appropriate or inappropriate social beha-

vior. Ih'addi;iéﬁ, Leyser held workshops throughout the‘experiment which

{

helﬁed teachers to'administer different roleplaying activities included

in the module. Results revealed no significant positive changes in social
v ; - } . 1

. status of the ﬁsolate children, nor positive changes in peer perception
. X .

>

) X . « N B ’
. of these children. In addition, teachers' perceptions of the rejected and

' " isoldted chfﬁdfep;were not significantly changed either. Noﬁqthé%ess, tﬂis/

~
!

) I : O L
siudy did show some strong-trends in changing social status in the class-

— .

room with :oleplaying because of .the emphasis on direct teacher intervention
3 : - 3 - ' ¢
through the application of trained teaching skills.

Brown and‘ﬂbcDougal (1973) also used the teach: as the intervention
agent in changing social status of rejected children,iﬁ the classroom.

Data were collected from 14 elementary classrooms. The intervention method

N
.

~ - ‘\
was an inservice workshop which gave the teachérs several skills fgr
P which pav |

N 4

building good social environments. The major topics Fq;\the's;;/weekly
training sessions were (a) interdependence of affective and cognitive be-
haviors, {b) peer interaction and group interaation, (c) adult interaction

or ~ .
with children, (d) creation of effective learning climates, and (e) svstem-

4

atic instruction in sncialization skills. The results indicated that

)
v

rejected children perceived themselves as more adequate in their rela- -

tionships with their classmates-and their teachers. ‘lore important, Rrown

s

ry

also found that teachers tengfd to cue children in how to perceive other

”

Q €3”
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".differences betieen the experimental and control groups in social status
: ‘ < >

R S
- fental group and the other half to a control group. A so§30metric test™

'
‘9 L 4 . .
=

chiidrén in the clas¥¥oom as either high or low status. This study indi-

cated that 4 teacher does, in fact,'teaCB children many more things than

s . a . N . N . -

subject matter, : s R .
: e - ) « .

' IS i ,
Bonney (1971) investigated the rejectiop status of children in 12.;

elementary clasérboms. lle chose four clas'srooms as’ the expet}ﬁ;ntal group P

and eight cla§§roo%s as controls. Bonney's intervention methods.includeﬁ/ )
’ o . . ‘ L
observation of an experimental classroom, biweekly conferences, and a

newsletter. Feedback from the observation session was given to the teachers

via the newsletter. The newsletter also suggested techniques for teaching

3

. - } i
social skills in the 'classroom. Biweekly conferences were held with ~

- ’ . , - . N
teachers to discuss teacher interaction skills which promoted social accep-
o »~

.

, -

tance in the classrepm: Results showed that there were no significant

3

L

change. 5 ) o 5 : ™~

There were ohvious methodological errors’'in this study, !such as the

] - ra

. contamination of control andexperimental teachers, but the study®still

contaifed some critical elements. Though observational‘instrumentation @

1

. ¢ :
conferences and feedback were tried, they were used poorly. Conferences
¥ : .

/should have been held immediately after the observation period in order
B4 , S

'
¢

to discuss teaching profiles.

. . " .
Amidon and‘H&gfman (1965) used observation data, feedback, and con-
» ‘

ferences jnore efficiemtly than Bonney (1971). These experimenters con-
" ‘ | 4

Y

. ! .
ducted a stq%y to see whether teachers could change the rejected status of

children in'ghebclass?oom when given specific skills to work with low-

f S

status childreh. Amidon and Hoffman gathered'data in 12 elementary

~

classrooms. HaIf of the classes were randomly assigned to an experi-

)

- 4 | gaz
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was used to gathe' ¢ata on a pre/pos& design. The intervention consisted
3 ST ’ .

ree individual conferences with the &xperimental

of eight meetings ang
, _ ;

teachers. The first five group meetings were used to teach the&experimen-
N .
tal teachers an observation system for analyzing classroom interaction,
' ' - :' i~ . g - . ~ . . ‘ .
They were tayght this system so ‘thdt they might acquire an objective yiew
L ' S .
. L4 . ,‘ . - - ; . - :
of the classroom and become aware of specific pupil interactions occurring
F g , -
_ ' ) T : . . \_‘_/’__\ .
in their classrooms. Also included in the treatment were three twenty-
minute tape recordings{which were made in each.teacher's’classroom. The

teachers were asked to analyze their 6Ln teaching sessions with. the obser-

-wvation system. \immediately afterward, éach teacher would dfﬂtuss his/her

teaching profile with the experimenter. The last three meefings were ‘con-

cerned with the social structure of the classroom, research-on the socially
. 2. . sea

30

S

isolated child, and ghe data gathered in"the school on sociometry, attitudes,

and personality. . ?ﬂe data indicated that’ the position of the rejected

‘

. children in the experimental group was significantly improved over the

year. The number of children in the experimental group whose position

improved was more than four times the number of children who improved in

) : » . L
the control group. .

Studies whichi%ave used the teacﬁ§r as the prime intervention have
‘ ) C . .
shown that social status can be significantly increased (Amidon §& Hoffman,

1965; Atkinson] 1949; Brown & “acDougal, 1973; Kinney,. 1953; Retish, 1968).

A4

but methodological prohléms as 'well as.poor use of feedback and obhservation

s
instrumeptation may account for these results. ‘
. i

A summary of the literature which deals with sociometric status shows

that sociometric instrumentation has been valid.and reliable. Secondly, |,

. ! . - !
there are specific determinants of social status in thc classroom: (a)
: 4

e

Jo

'0n1y one study, Eonney (1971), showed no significant change in social status,
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. -~ . . . - . . . ‘ .
personallty traits; (b) achlevengngﬁstatus;_(c) socjoeconomic class; and D

.

-

U

classroom have clearly shown that ‘the teacher has more success as/the
Yy : . v
prlme 1ntervent1on agent in changlng SOC1al acceptablllty o

(d) teacher\b}as. ,Finally, intervention studies of social’étatusjin the

;

.

The next section.of the literature rey}ew is concerned with tgaéhe% -
education. Efféctive t}éining underlies the.tegcher;s}abifity'tn affect classroom
pntcomes ;uch as changes in sociom%;ric st{pns¢ ;The revié: willjfocushdn studié;
which incorpbrate feedbacg,as a central node of trainee Skili'development.

’ ° ~ f L

Teacher Education - Feedback Techniques ~

If improvement 'in teaching behavior is expected, then teachers must -1
study their teaching ﬁrofiles/hnd experiment with and practice effective

teaching behaviors. A large part of this change‘ process can be implemented

‘thfoggh feedback of relevant teaching behaviors using observation instru- -
ments (Flanders, 197D;‘1974; Simon § Boyér,-lQVO)i_ Oﬁﬁgrvqtion instruments
mav be usea for fegdback based upon objective data ‘ahout tgnbhér-punil |
interactién fn the classroon. : ) ) ]

In the past, educators have usually given fee%back in the form of A

Y . . / 3 .
subjective supervisory evaluations, but research indicates that the advent
by _

of observation systems has made supervisory feedback more objective. More
impoftantly, observation instruments are being taught to classroom teachers

so that they are made more aware of their teaching hehaviors (Hough &.Ober,

<

1967; Lohman, Ober & liough, 1967). Hough et al. (1967)found that:

In a sensé’, when teachers use these systems to obtain feedback
for.self-supervision, they are performing ''micro research" on /o
their own behavior in their own classroom.. ,From this they

gain data with which to formulate new hypotheses about the

effectlveness of their own teaching techniqde to/test in

their next micro research "study" (p. 22).

: £ .
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Superv1sory Feedback - - S <~

- N\

4 Hough and Am1don (1967) found that teachers who rece1Ved ifteraction-

-

-
analysis feedback from the1§ supegzlsor on classroom behavidrs were more

"indirect” in their teaching approach than controls who received trad1t59nal

‘S subJect1Ve superv1sory eviluatxon .
- - /‘
Zahn (1967),investigated the effect of ob)ectlve féedback comnared to !

EY
traditional subjective supervisor feedback,on preservice teachers. He
1 Y . . .;l . J, ‘~ .

~

found that student teachers.undeégoing i;étruction,and supervision using ,
, 4
objective.feedback (inteiggtion analysis) had more gositivq teachiqg atti- \
tudes after student téaching tﬁan those given sﬁbjective feedback.
In a similar study, Bondi andebér (1969) exanined the’effect of
‘t;;di%ional subjective feedback (in Eongrast to object{ve feedback from
an observation instrumeht) on the éeaching hehaviors of elementury p;é-
service teachers. Folkéwing the weekly teaching15e§sion, teachers in the
experimegtal group were asked to attend a feedback conference. A computer
printout was g1Ven to the teachers which conta1ned a prof11e of their
‘teaching behavior.x The - sdperV1sor made no attempt to clas<1fy the teach-
ing beth%ors as inefficient or suffifienF. The teachers were then asked
to compare their we;kly pefformances against one @hother. In contrast,
presérvice'peachers in the control group attended weekly feedback conferences
if which th;,superviSOrs g;ve their opinion and recommendations on the
, . -
lessons taught. The results showed that the experimenfal teaghcrs: o
(a) demonstrated more accep{gnce and clarification.of student ideas, (b)
. . j
used more praise, (c) U$ed more positive affect, (d) ﬁsed more "'indirect"
as opposed»fB "direéi” {cacherﬂtaik, (e) used less corrective feedhack,

o

(f) asked more questions,‘(g) lectured less, and (h) gave fewer directions.

1

In summary, thesc three studies indicated that systematic feedback

*‘g‘ﬁ .

O
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from a supervisor is superior to more traditional subjective types of
feedback, , . L gfﬂﬂm«“ ;

Visual Feedhack from Communication ‘edia ) ‘ S 7

4

Teacher educators have used communication media such as photography,

videotape :ecofdingé (VTR), and motion pictures in giving feedback to

preservice teache§§; Videotape recordings have probably heen used most
s Rl A _ Bt .

ofi%% in recent teacher education reseafch._ The microteaching concept has

Y used theVTR most extensively, 5Hicrotegching is a scaled-down version of
4 .
teaé?er-phpil‘intefactions'in a classroom:. The setting is usually a small

S o
’

room with a preSerV1ce\Eeacher and one to ‘five students ‘The entire

‘ teach ng sess%on is V1deotaped The preservice teacher then views the
- -,// ’ '

videotape with a supetvisor andjcritiqués the microteaching session. The
teacher then reteaches the lesson frfing to modify his/her teaching per-

. formance in accordance &ith preceding feedback. Various studi-=s report

success using the m1croteach1ng COncept to modify teqchlng behaviors
(Allen &>Young, 1966 ; Asheson, 1964; Fortune, Cooper & Allen, 1967; Good-

~kind, 1969; Olivero, 1965). |,

s ! .
. . <4 . » E
Goodkind;f%969) investigated the effects of a microteaching experi-

ence on preserVice teachers. Teachers were aSS1gned to an exper;mental
-

group wh1ch rece1Ved cr1t1que§ while V1ew1ng a V1deotape record1ng of teach-

.ing performahce in the presence of a superv1sor.‘ The control group received

‘critiques on their feaching pertformance but -did not get to view the video-
;;,} ‘ tape’i%cording Good§1nd foqu that the exper1menta1 group d1splayed '
<2 o .

p (a) more awareness of/personal hab1ts and manners, (b) more awareness, of
T . -
i teaching a;ts aq@ techniques, and (c) fore awareness of the prohlem in
. g :
'pécing instruct; n. . .
Fﬁell (1558)'éonducted a study with preservice home econoaics teaehers
i ¢
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using the microteaching format. She used a control group which engaged
. -~ s 4
. . . ;
in student teaching without the microteaching and an experimental group
which participated in microteaching after their student teaching day,

She'found that the experimental group made significant gains in teacning

'performance in comparison to the control group.

In another: study, Bush (1968) randomly d1v1ded 60 preserV1ce teachers
into<two groups. Half were given the standard.observatlon and teacher ald%
experience, and the other half used the microteaching concept. The micro-
teaching group performed at a nigher level of ¥eacher compe;ence thanddid
the traditionally prepared group, and performance in the microteaching

f . )
situation predicted subsequent classroom performance. Furthermore, there-

~

. . . Lo 3 .
was a significant increase in the accuracy of ‘candidates' self-perception

of teachingAperformance, and candidates receiving student appraisal of their
: 5 N ‘
effectiveness improved significantly mg%e than candidates not having access

to such feedback. Finally, trainees' acceptance of the value of micro-

A

teaching was high, -,

- -

Reporting on a microteaching ¢linic, Fortune et a1. (1967) found that

-

*slgnlflcant teacher behavior changes occurred over the treatment perlod

Nine of the f1rst 12 items on the Stanford Teacher Competency Appra15a1

Guide showed a .01 mean gain. This mean gain was an indication of the ‘

\
.

improvement of the-.interns. In addition, a question designed to evaluate

trainee acceptance -of microteachin indicated that:70% of the interns felt
P Lng , )

v

that the microteaching experdence had been helpful in acquiring specific

cdmpetencies. ° <

Kallenbach, Gall, and ‘feredith (1969) compared'the effectiveness of

>~q“ » i n

elementary preserV1ce teachers trained in a.summer microteaching clinic

i

w%th that of preserv1ce teachers who received more conventional classroom

“

0

-
~

A3
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3

observafion and student teaching exjerience. .Contrary to the fesults
rgported by Bush (1968) in a similar gtudy, the microtéaching épproach.
was not found to be superior’to more conventional metﬁods of training.
Hewever, it was concluded ''that microteaching is ‘an effective training
strategy since it achieved results similar to those of conventional

methods, bhut in only one-fifth the time with fewer administrative prob-

[y

lems (b. 16)." - /
In summary, thevmizzzznghing concept;achieves positive changes ‘ ]

in teacher behavior. Also, preservice teachers' acceptance of micro-

—~ '

teaéhing as an effective training method is high. Finaliy, feedback seems:

to- be the crucial dimension of microteaching in terms of changing the:
: / ° -
trainees' behavior. - -

'

McGraw (1966) investigated the effects of three different feedback
conditions on preservice teachers in modifying their classroom behavior

toward their pupils' training needs., Feedback using both 35mm time-lapse -
_ photography and a bar graph of their teaching behaviors was given to one

S

group. Another group received only the bar graphs of their teaéhing beha-
& C : - S

viors. The third group did/ not receive any feedback. ' Results’showed that
’ \

the grpup of preservice teachers with time-lapse photography and bar graph -

feedback perfofmed significantly bétter than the groups in the other two

s ’ -

feedback conditions.
»;-', Lednard, Giles, and Paden'(19?1) inVéstigated whether pfeservicé
_teachers receiving supervisory feeaback, %ﬁ aAdition to video énd audiotape
replays, would démonsfrate'a gréatgr,change'in their verbal interactive -

behavior than preservice teachers who only received subjective supervisory

»,

I . B . -
feedback, Results showed that those receiving audio and videotape replay

{

in addition to supervisorﬁfeedbgck used less 'direct teaching influence

QQN\ . . o

4 ,
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andbmore‘indirect.teaghiné influence,' as categorized by Flanders, than

_~thoséteachers who only reéeived supervisor feedback,
fRu1e~(1972) teSted the éffects of three feedhack conditions in chang-_

ing three teaching behaviors of preService’teéchers:“(a) giving more praise,
fb)’giving-more dn-fask contacts; and.(c) giving more off-tagk COntaCts.’
The three feedbéck conditions investigated were: (a) instruétions and
experimenter. feedback, (b) analysis of videotape recording of train¢¢s‘
teaching behaviors; and (cl g direct ‘intervention prdcedure in’Qﬁich_the
exberimenter temporarily replaced the teacher tfainee whose teaching be%a—
vior fell beiow criteria. Rule.found that the direct intervention was
mpsf efféctivé:in changing a teacher's hehavior. Fewer changesrin the
preservicewteacher's behavior occurred in the instructions plus feedback
condition, .

A summary of commuriication media used in giving feedback indicates
that photograph& plus bar graphs, video; and au@iotépe records are -effec-
tive in changing preservice teachers' behaviors. Rule's (1972) study,
which indicafes that direct intervention by an'experimenter‘is most
effective_in’changing trainees' behavior, raises the question of whethe; )
this training-approacﬂ has a lasting effectvon teachihg behavior, Thi§

writer suggests that d/;tronger study would have shown maintenance of this

change and questions whether trainees really were internalizing good teach-
T ' . i _ :
ing strategies or were in fear of the experimenter's option.

Immediate Feedback

\

ImmédiateqfeedbaCR‘33§Jmany connotations, but, in the studies to be’
reviewed, immediate feedback is virtually synonymous with instantaneous
feedback, Immediate feedhack has been shown to be the most effective method

" of changing' teaching behavior, because of its'immediate relevance and
44
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p : o : _
appllcablli;y to behav1oral events that Nave just.taken place (Locke,

.

Vi

.

- Carledge & Koeppel 1968) .

Dowd and Blocker (1974) invéstigated the effects of immediate rein-

forcement and preawareness on the acquisition of a desired behavior by

-1,

beginning cgunselors. Three treatment groups and a control group were

instituted. One group was given immediate reinforcement for exhibiting

LR . .

desired behavior, and.the second group was made aware of th@3 desired
behaviors they were to institute prior to the counseling session. The

. N . . . .
th1rd group was made aware of th%’des1red behavior prior to the session and

g1ven 1mmed1ate feedhack. Th1s feedback was given by a mach1ne with

green and rjd i:;;%g\a{\the top. The supervisor, in an adjacent observa-

tion room, controlled the machine. The exper1menter flashed the lights

-

as the counselor made the desired reéponse} Results indicated that the
treatment group which combined ESBh awareness and immediate feedback was
T i )

significantly superior to the other two treatment conditions, _

-

Johnson (1965) uied a»booklet(to give %ngervice téachers‘immediate .
feedback on the correéfnes§ of pupil'Behaviors observed on v;dgotapes.

The instructionai—videotape used in gﬁis g#periment cons 4 ﬂflél brief
scenes of pupiliteacher interactions. Each scene was accompe.iied in the

programmed booklet by a question which focused the viewers' attention on

a specific aspect of the scene, by a multiple-choice item to be answered

- i)

‘after the scene was shown, and by immediate information as to the correct-

ness of the response. 'Subjects in Experimental Group 1 read the'queStibn,

viewed the scene, selected the alternative answer which hest described the

s

“behavior in the scene, and turned to‘another page to get immediate febdback

on the response. Sgi;g;ts in Experimental Group 2 viewed the videotapes

and read’ the quest1oﬁ hut received no feedback on correctness of response.

|

.”/ | . N ~}4_“ L Ij . . | )

I3
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Subjects in the»cdntrof/;roup did not see a videotape; they listened to

an éudiotape on how to be a skillful observer. Group 4 received no
training. Ahalysis of data indicated that preservice teachers' perform-

'

ances in Experimenfai Group 1 were significantly supefior to those in the

other treatment groups.

[
-

- f ) .
These two studies have shown how immediate feedback in the fozﬁ of

lights and booklets has 'been proved superior to other methods in chang;

~ _ .

‘ing preservice teaching-behaviors.

mental group were given concurrent feedback by a supervisor who raised

Concurrent Feedback

t

The following studies of concurrent feedback will be reviewed to ™~

: ‘
show how instantaneous feedback changes preservice teachers' behavior.

.Heinrich and McKugan (1969) testgd the effectiveness of concurrent .,
‘ ‘ ‘.
feedback by means of colored cards. Preservice teache?s were randomly

assigned [to experimental and control groups. Those trainees in the experi-

color cue carls whenever desired or undesired behaviors. were exhibited,

. . © \ El
Control subjects received delayed supervisory feedback. Results indicated

that the experimental group was ~<..  cantly superior to the control group

invreducing discrepancies bet . the teachers' beliefs and their suer-

visors' opinions concerning their teaching behavior.

..Carlson (1974) grﬁdied-the‘effect of immediate vergal feedback on

ihcgéaéihg‘the qualitaﬁive levels ofsempathic/ verhal performances of-
cdﬁﬁééi\r trainees. Twenty-four subjects wére randomly assigned to the'

PR A . ' . .
follqwi%?"ébndi;ions:_(a} immediate feedback, (h) feedback and instruction,

(C);éQﬁipﬁenﬁ preseﬁt, and d) control. The immediate feedback condition

consisted of'receiving*inmw .2 verbal feedbac¢k through an ear bug

{co uniéation'system) from the supervisor. When empathic responses: -

- )
e e -

N . . ~ ! R
. o . . 4 \J ’ - ¢
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occurred, feedback was given. Feedback consisted of the two words "excel-

lent response.'" The feedback and instruction condition consisted of random

-

comments by the supervisor, The equipment in the ''present' condition

consisted of an ear bug, but subjects did not receive any type of feedback.
. ~ .
The control group did not receive any type of treatment., Results indicated

that kroups receiving verbal ihmediate’feedback, and feedback and instruction,
/

were superior to the control and the equipment present groups.

In a similar study, Reddy'(1968) employed 55 auditory device that
gave feedback to counseling trainees on empathic responses eliciied.
Reddy's results showed that those trainees who received immedjate auditory
feedback Were»superior to thdsg treatment-groups receiving delayed or no
feedback. . |

Spaulding (1971) also investigated the effect of an audio device or
receiver on acquiring specific behaviors which were agreed upon by the

&

teéchor and experimenter. The teacher was eduipped with a transistorized
audio’receiver and was p}ompted by an ogsérver in an adjacent room, "Mata
showed that teachers readiiy vauiredefbgpe€Efied teaching skills.,
. N » ,
Thomas and Cooper (1969) also reported using concurrent audio feed-
back in changing teaching‘behavior'towards_garget children in thggclassroom.

'S

Data indicated that teachers changed their behavior as well as the target
pupils' behavior.
In another study, Thomson, Holmburg and Bear (1971) inveétigated the

N - A
effects of several ‘types of feedback procedures in the acquisition of

primary reinforcement skills. Preservice teachers were found to increase

~

desired teaching behavior when immediate observer feedback was ‘given.
The on-the-épot feedback (audio) produced the desired re§u1ts nine out

of twelve times.. . :

A



o

- a pattern represent1ng training obJect1ves on a moving belt of paper.

- ' t\’ . .
CATTS feedback. Semmel (1968) developed a ¢&losed-looped feedhack

" system to train preservice teachers. The Compute%-Assisted Teacher ‘ \

Training System (CATTS) allows for\diiect data input into a computer by
o b3 : ) PR o .
an observer using an observation-coding instrument. - These Hata are

instantaneously stored and processed reducing the tedium associated

FTn,
!

with analysis of observat1ona1 data. More important, CATTS renders in-

»

stantaneous feedback to the teacher on classroom behayiors.
VanEverx (1971) attempted to\control for many of the methodological
nroblems in earlzer CATTS stud1es?{Kre1der, 1969; Schm1tt 1969‘ Weaver,
1969). She took CATTS out of a laboratory setting and into a f1e1d setting .
'(a speech therapy c11n1c).) VanEvery studied the social re1nforcement
pattdrns of speech therapy trainees who worked with aphasic patients.
A renote teiephone line was used ;J transmit data oetween>the.clinic and
the CATTS laboratory fac111ty Observationsﬂof the trainees were coded3 \
on-line by a trained observer in the room and transm1tted by telephone

hookup to the computer, which gave feedback in real-time. An event-re-
' s .
corder was usgd_as the facilitator of the feedback.' The recorder.traced 4

N 7‘ W_\

-
VanEveryaéiBnd that, those trﬁlnees who recelved CATTS fewdback used s1gn1f-

icantly more st1mu1us response patterns than the cbntrols, who were given,

more traditional forms of feedback. 'Thus, VanEvery was the first to demon- \

i

strate the utjdity of CATTS in a field setting.
CATTS héi&I:en an ongoing researoh project’in training preservice .

special educatizn\teas ersAfor_tne 1asgwsix years at the nter for Innova-

’tion in Teachiné the Handicapped (CITH) at Indiana University. Several

. . -' w R . 3 -h )
early studies have shown promise for using CATTS as a‘preservice training

system. These pilotf studies have demonstrated the capability of CATTS to -~
. . - b} v B
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“

. 7 .
provide instantaneous feedhack to several classrooms simultancously/[Semmel,

-
\

' , fh
1975), °

Semmel and Sitko (1973} demonstrated tye effect‘of CATTS immediate

visual and deléyéd'(printout) feedback on increasing various cognitive and
. ¥ '

. . ‘ -
management behaviors of preservice ‘teachers in a laboratory setting. The

L N

study had three phases. "First, trainees learned<an observation system.
* % " < v
Then a baseline measure of trainees' cognitive and behavioral control
N ' o3

-strategies in the classroom was secured. Finally, trainees were given

\ CATTS immediate and/or delayed feedback conditions and a measurement of

«

élas§290m behaviors incorporating these behaviors. "\ A singlePorganism
-multiple baseline Qgsign/was selected as the design of the project.
' Results showed that all trainees in hoth treatment conditions signifi-
cantly increased their baseline rate of berforqance as a result of the
CATTS feedbaCk.. The‘traigees in the CATTS feedback condition who received

: Ed
scope and%rrintout conditions,~ however, incrkased their criterion rate
¥

of responding more significantly than those traing£s in the delayed

~printout-only condition.

L -

/ In summary, review of immediate feedback studies has shown that:,

, . . Y
(a) immediate feedback is\significantly superior to other more traditional

2.

forms of feedback; (h) concurrent feedback is significantiv superior to”
. . ' b '
delayed feedback; and (c) immed%gte'feedback using the Computer-Assisted

Teacher Training System has shown some success in training preservice

-~

teachers. . : - . .
Re. b . . -~
. i
The second half of the literature review.on the effects of feddback

5

-

-

has indicated that' supervisory feedback, when ‘given in a systematic fashion,

- . f{ " !

. s . . ; .
is superior to traditional subjective feedback. The Tewfew has also shown

J
<

- that visual feedback can be effective using several communication media

"

~

.
¢ ~
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modes, and that microteaching can be an‘effect1ve t%g} gor teaching

. . -, ! -
critical teacher behaviors. Finally, the literature reviewed has revealed

/(I\

that immediate feedback is significantly superior to more traditional
. 1)
forms of feedhack.
This chapter has reviewed the research literature pertinent to the

present investigation. The next chapter will delineate the hypotheses

relevant to outcome behaviors.
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L . CHAPTER III

HYPOTHESES

_ Y |
o 4 . ..‘

Theoretical Framework - : . -

wal
= k)

‘The major objective of the study was to increase the low social

\

« ‘ ;o
status of the target or rejected children, and an/increase in social ac-
. ceptance was defined by an increase in posttest sociometric scores.

Therefore, it was hypothesized thagfa 5--ies of process cnanges would
: . . <

M . ' "e . . \
take place in the classrtooms “ich would ultimately  cause an increase

o \ | =

in the posttest scores of the rejecteﬂ\gggéls. It was predicted that. <~
’;he CATTS. feedback intervention would make the teachers more aware of
their interactions with the target children. The CATTS feedback would

J
. -ralso cause the teachers to try to increase the quality and frequency

AL .
of their classroom interactions with ¢ii~- Tejected target children, This
N, : : S ' :

change” §n interaction patterns w nge
4 ‘ g

transfer to classroom pc 5 who wou.d adopt a more accepting view of the
‘rejected children. The improved acceptance of the rejected targef chil-
dren would be reflected as an increase in posttest scores on the socio-

mef&ic instrument, -

&

A Sociologists h;Ve extepsiyely studied smd?l group\Synamics, and lead- .
ership functions [e.g., lollander and<Julian (196§), Katz § XKahn (1947),
Knickerbockér (1948)]Q;nd sﬁggestedéé;;t the ability to provide reinforce-
Jments is related to leadership. Such §ociological theo}ie§ can‘be trans-
latéd in terms of pupil-teacher interaction (Marak, 1?64). The tq§Cher

- is the one who takes a leaQership role from the'sociai rgsponsibility no;m

(Gerard & Miller, 1967). The teachéf‘is'considereﬁ as the gfoup leaderb

who car influence the.group dynamics, In the present study, the teacher

r5 -;- ,-; , )
a
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~ was expected to be instrumental in increasing the accentance of children rejected
. their peers. The teacher was thus viewed as the logical change agent and was

provided with CATTS feedback in order to develop the skills ecessary to bring

‘ ‘ : i
about the desired change.

The classroom group dynamics were seen as an equilibrium in which

- <
-

each child takes his place in the social order. The sociometric pretest
scores defined thie input to the structure. As a result of the CATTS feedback,

the teachers were expected to increase their narticipafion with the target

children. This was hypothesized t result in increased participation by
. Lo N
“ '

target children, which would change the classroom group dynamics, eventually

. a4
" Three-Stage Evaluation Model- 1
‘g‘ ~— i
~ ' S
! \

A major priticism of teacher behavior studies is that often, only the pro-

leading to acceptance of Ehe target children by their peers.

cess variables are studied, and .the relationship between process and

product variables is frequently neglected(lleath § Nielson, 1974). In

\\\prder to avoid this griticism,,some theorists suggest‘ﬁiing A three-stage
’ % - ’

component model iﬁ‘J;aluétion'(Gagné} 1970; Mitzel, 1957, Semmel, Semmel,
\ . . .
§ Morrissey, 1976) because they believe.that input and procéss directly
- o .

affect the outcome or pro?uqt variables. In the present study,;a three-

; : . . u J

( stage evaluation model was used to determine the interactions occurring '
{ .

between input, process,- and product variables, 5' u?_d

> ¢
— . A

Input variables: Sociometric pretest scores. At the beginning of

thiﬁ‘study, a sociometric instrument, "About Me and My Friends" (AMMF) ,

developed by Kaufman, Semmel, and Agard (19?3), was administered to 500 SR

children in 16 classrooms, grades l-6, in an elementary school, The

<  sociometric instrument AMMF was used hecause it required neither reading e

nor fluent writing skills, yet indicated children's attitudes toward '

3

ERIC - | - 5. 7 ’ ?
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their classmdtes (see Appendif D). The AMMF pretest scores constituted,

¢

the major iﬁput variable of the study.

AN
I3

Process variables: Classroom interactions. In the preliminary phase

«
of this study, teachers were mon1tored as they interacted with the reJected

pupils during the first 5 baSe}ine observation periods (see Figure 2).

The monitoring was conducted via the Computer-Assisted Teacher Training(
System (CATTS) using the data phone conf1gurat1on. The data collected

from the f1rst 5 ooqervat1on perlods ‘were analyzed to determine the fre-
quency of teacher interaction with the rejectees. ThroUgh.analys1s of the
frequenCYIZata, the teachers were Tanked by their frequencf of interactions
with their rejected pupils., Pairs were formed by descendinéﬁrank and a

member of each pair was randomly cast into each of the experimental

groups. One group was labeled Experimental (E) Group 1 and the other,
. . . 3 :

Experimerital (E) Group 2. . _ s

.

In the next phase of the study, teachers in E Group 1 received five
VA A

.
sessions (Period 2) of. 1mmedxate post-session feedback in the form of a s

7

hardcopy computer printout, which gave an®analysis of his/her classroom
¥ E )

interactions 1 1 pUpils in the class, “It was predicted that those
. - rd ° - - ' )

-teachers in E Group 1 would evidence a greater positive increasq in their

classroom interactions than those in E Group 2, siﬁce;‘at this stage of the
stuj&, the latter was not receiwing feedback.

:

) \t ! . 'v y ' .
It Period 3 both groups of teachers‘rece1ved seven feedback opportuni-

ties via the CATTS data phone configuration. Thus, both groups of teachers
™
/ -2

)
were rece1wxng post-session feedback concerning their teachlng behaviors

during thls final stage of the treatment, or the proccss component.of the

’

model (see Figure 2). Furthermore, because of the pgsitive influence ‘of
e . 4

the feedback given in the CATTS printout, a change in group dynémics was

b
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Period 1 S Period 2 . Period 3
S5
l -
Exp.. _ 3 '
5 =8 OX 50X 0N, 0X 10X, £0 0X,.0X, 0X, .0
Group 1 (n=8) \\ \g \) 10 Y1§ \ 149%59% 0% 5 X18
I~
()1() ()3()40 O - . l
F.XI). . i v =
Group 2 {n=8) U Og g Oy Qilmlﬁoxl3‘“14(“150)(1”60)(.1 70X1 8
3
Where R = Random'ussignnmnt of subjects (pairs) A
0 =" No feedback
v« ,0X = Feedback observations _ ' : 4
. ! {-? .
. R / | ~
u_\‘: - !
“ igure N Experimental design.
, ! _ -
o ‘ ; - é& - v ‘ [
. o : . 1;'
~ ‘ ’




.

. '
.

-

-'by -the number of feedback.opportunities, Because Experimental Group 1,
~Period 2 ece1ved CATTS feedback initially and Experimental Group 2
Per1od 2 d1d not; there was expected to be a s1gn1f1cant differénce be-
tween Experimengﬁl Group '1, Period 2 and Exper1menta1 Group 2 Per1od 2.
ff ;‘Lastly, Exper1menta1 Group 2, Period 3 percentage 1mprovements were pre-

dictedato be comparable to Experimental Group 1, Period 2 (See Figure 2).

]

N Therefore, the percentage of 1mprovement was . expected to 1ncrease for
\x\all teachers and target categories, il

Three hypotheses follow from the above reasoning:

vy
“ . Tw

-

Hypothesis 1:

v _. . i
. Teachers receiving re1ativery immediate CATTsufeedback about

épec1f1c interactions w1th reJected pup1ls reveal srgn1f1cant1y

h1gher percentage increases in three teacher categor1es - makes

a

By

statement, gives p051tive reinforcement and asks questions - o "

. when compared to teachers who' do not rece1ve such feedback L

ZIn the present sihdx, ev1dence in support of this hynothe51s was
sought from the comparison of teachers randomly cast-into Expermmental

\\: Group 1 and Exper1menta1 Group 2 dur1ng f1ve trials fOIIOW1ng a per1od af "
- base11ne observat1ons (Per1od 2) (see’ F1gure 2). . - L
ga - S : .

°

o

Hzpothe51s 2 v ‘ _ .

Teachers who?recelve immediate CATTS feedback foIIOW1ng a_per1od

..\f base11ne obServatlons réveal a s1gn1f1cant percentage 1ncrease

[y

in the three teacher categories: Makes statement, gives positive
. . . \ e

reinforcement, and asks'questions.

Fo j . . : - .

. 13 . . L o . ¥ .
‘Within, the context oF the present study this-hypothesis gains support

o

‘;/flﬁe;pected to vecur, and it was predicted that this change would be affected

47
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if’ExperimentélfGroup 2 reveals a significant percentagé increase duLinh '
) . . i . v
Period 3 as compared to Period 2 (see Figure 2).

*.education feedback studies which stressed thé'importance of giving teach-

Hijthesis 3 e 7 4 B
The effects of 1mmedlaté CATTS feedback in 1ncre351ng;targeted

teacher- behavlor 1s'ren11cab1e among elementary school" teachers

-

“In the present study hypothe51s 3 gains support 1f,Exper1mental Group
. : . A : )
1 percentage incn§g§es'in<the'three teacher categories - makes statement,
gives positive reinforcement, and asks questions - are equal to the results
< -

obtained from Experimental Group 2, dufing Period 3, the replication effect.

’

If the effects of CATTS are rep11cated; such evidence would strengthen

-

the contention that teacher behavior change is causatlvely related to thﬁ2

)
o

) CATIS 1ntervent10n

Support for H1 through H3 was suggested in several preserv1ce teacher

e

L~

ers immediate and specific infqrmat{Bn concerning the nature of their

'intéractipne (Hough & Amidon, 1967; Bell, 1968; Carlson, 1974; Goodkind,

1968).'vThe CATTS format used in this study gave teachersgéeedback within
T . . .

10 minutes of the observed teaching session even‘though the teachers were

200 miles awayffrom the encoding station. Thus, CATTS allowed teachers

to be aware of a change in their behaV1ors regarding low status ch11dren.

In essence, CATTS was seen as an ampllflcétlon of feedback already in the

1nteract1on situation, that is, "the ch11dren s responses’ and behav;or

during the session, Therefore, the amplification was intended to assist

the classroom teachers‘invmodifying their classroom behaviors toward
ot . ¢, : . . »
rejected .children. v, - .- -
o Furthermore, it was predicted that E‘Group l'teachers would increase

r

9y
C



~ phase as compared-to the baseline phase. Weaver (1969) also provided
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their percentage of interactions to a greater extent than E Group 2 teachers

’

-on the basis of the results of prior studies using CATTS. VanEvery (1971)

and- Schmitt (1969) both found‘that practice over time facilitateslskill

acqpisition. 'VanEvery;(19§i) found that therapist trainees who received

- CATTS feedback produced significantly more social reinforcement patterns

‘

and a higher therapist reinforcement/patient response ratio than trainees

who received no CATTS feedback . Schmitt (1969) gave teacher trainees feed-

4

back on their use of broad questions. Those trainees who rece1ved CATT;

. " \
feedback ‘spent 51gn1f1cant1v more tlme u51ng broad questlons in the treatment /

2 ) [

I 4
teacher traineesrwith CATTS feedback on their use of student ideas. The
. . o o [
_ trainees whb.receiVed CATTS'feedback did increase in mean gains from -
" , i , , S
. o
baseline to treatment hases. B ) : ' .
‘ tmept p A

N . = > .
The prediction of greater 1n rease 1n interactions - for E Crougxﬁ

. as opposed to E Group 2 was also related|to the fact that E Grqup 1 had

. . . ) - . .
twelve feedback printouts in contrast tg )he-7ﬁfeedba printputs received
- )

- PR v

- by Elproup 2. Several studies have shown that the greater the number of

feedback opportunltles the greater the chances that the desired behaV1or

will occur (Amidon &.Hoffman, 1965; Carlson, 1974; Dowd & Blocker, 1974;

. Heinrich § McKugan, 1969). \ L v 3:

Further support for these hypotheses is found in the social status

dntervention studies which showed that rejected children, when encouraged
by their teachers tovparticipate in c1assroon acti;ities, increased in.the:
types of behaviors displayed by high-status children (Bonney, 1971; Brown
& ﬂacDougal} 1973; Retish, 1968; Taba & Elkins, 1950). Still more'spbbort
oo ‘ © .

is lent to these hypotheses from the social status change studies which _

indicate that, once teachers start to modify their gclassroom.behaviors in

f

£z , -

-
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'a positive way towards rejected pupils, the classroom peer behavior changes
as well (Anderson, 1946; Atkinson, 1949; Flanders & Havﬁmeki, 1960; Kinney,

1953; Taba & Elkins, 1950). - 7 o .

4

‘Product variables: SOC1ometr1c posttest scores. Three weeks after

the termination of the CATTS intervention, the same form of the sdcio-

' metric instruhent, ""About Me and Myifriends” (AMMF), was administered to

all pupils in the 16 classrooms as a pbsttestﬂ It was anticipatedfthat,

by the end of the study, the target pup1ls would no lon%7r be the most .
rejected ‘due to the change brought about 4in the classroom climate through

‘ the CATTS feedback to the teachers, It was expected that,the teacher would)

- n
. . . (;

be morerositive towards the rejected pupils, i.e., give them more posi-
. tive reinforcement and'answerxmoqf of their‘questions. "Therefore, it was

predicted that, because of the'teachers' behavioral changes, the peers in/’

the classroom would respond to these target children more positively, as 3A'
indicated by positive AMMF posttest scores. : {F&

Four hypotheses,(H4'; H7) follow from the above reasoning:

i
Hypothe51s 4:

\;

Elementarzﬁschool pup1ls who are initially rejected by their peLrs
y.
\

reveal s1gn1f1cant4pos1t1ve changes in their sociometric status

" as a function of their teacher's receiving immediate CATTS feedb&pk

on three teacher categories: Makes statement, gives-positive \\

reinforcement, and asks questions.

3 .

°

Partial suRp?xt\for H4 is derived from’the requirement of a signi-
7 - N

ficant increase in the sociometric status of rejected~pu§ils from pre to

<

i

. posttesting. ' o ' //

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Hypothesis 5: 3 ' o

Changes in targeted teacher behaviors significantly influence the

change of sociometric status of rejected pupils in Experimental '
E) > - - —
!

Group 1. : ? : 3, ) )

~ In the present study the percentage increase of teacher categoffes

for Experiméﬁta} Group 1 during Period 2 should reveal a significant ‘ s
1 4

influence on theiposttest scores when controlled for pretest score influ-
ences. Such evidence would support the céntention that sociometric

6 - ’ , .
change is directly related to the modification of teacher behaviors.

~.
1

(R

Hypothesis 6: Lﬂ ’
- Changes in pupil targeted interaction categories significantly - '

' E influence changes’ in the .sociometric status of rejected pupils

4 P .

. in' Expefimental Group 1.

‘o

Where HS Bpsits a direct influence of teacher process variables
L : »
., on sqciometric,sta;::\sﬁtéﬁmgs of pupils, H6 suggests that process

changes amomg pupils have direct influence on changes in sociometric -

Y

7

status of rejected pupils.

Hypothesis 7:

. The }eiationships expreséed in hxpotheSiS 5 and hypothesis 6 are

| replicable. o | S %
 ,Thé validity of H5 and H6 gaiﬁé strength through a replication of |

‘thsgsffects expec;ed for bogh Experimentallcroups_l and 2. o | o \\/
.‘The foﬁndation for H5 th;ouéh 17 is the researth which indicates

7 \ .

- that the teacher is the most influential person in the classroom, and-

when his/her behavier becomes more positive towards low-statis children

. N 4

over a period of time, peers ip the classroom also start to interact more
. . v

¢
TS mar
- -

“ S 50
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positively with low-status pupils.
' : 4 g

The following éﬂﬁb:pr-describes-fhe subjecfs', materials and procedures

: ) < . N .
. . - . : L3
which were used in testing the ibove‘hjfothese&J .
Y 4
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: CHAPTER IV

0 L ' METHODS

The methods designed for testing the hypotheses stated in the pre-, i

vjous chapter are presented in this chapter. .
c3 \

¢ : _ .

o L * Subjects

Teachers

&«

Sixfeen elementary schobl teachers in northwest Indiana volunteered

to participate in theV“study. The age of the teachers ranged from 25 to

62, with a mean age 95 36.5. The teachers had a mean of 12 yeafs of

teaching experience, énd 14 had completed the master's dqgreg ié eiemen-
tary‘educétion... summary‘othhe teacher;' professional characteristics r
is presented in -Table 1.

Pupils = ¥
Thi{ty-two children participated in this study. They had a mean
chronolbgiéax\age of 9.5, with a SD = 3.18. The majority of tﬁe children
weré boys (n_=:18).. They tended to he low-average academic achievers for
their grade levels, and 17 out~0f the 32 children were repeating tgg grade

level in which they were enrolled. All of the children were Caucasian

‘and were characteristically from large families with a meaz;of 6.5 family

members. Table 2 contains a summary of the pupils' characteristics.

~ G
PR

Sgiool
o / The school was situated in northwest Indiana in_a subugban community
’ ’ . A
with a shifting population of lower-class Caucasian fami{¥é: Most?of the

children were white Anglo-Saxons from lower socioeconomic hackgrounas.
N « ‘

N

Racially different children wer%‘being bused into this communf%y, and the

ethnic makeup of the school was Anglo-American, Black-American, Puerte

’
{
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»  Table ' K
. .
Characteristics of Teachers
S 2
TREATMENT - TEACHER — — GRADE YLARS '
CONDITIO 1.D. XO. SEX*  AGE - DEGREE TAUGHT. ¢~ EXPERIENCE
: - 5 X ’L
“Experl il \\5-1‘ F 25 MLS Fifth , 4
CExperi 1 N2 Py 28 NS First 7
Lxperi #2 -4 i 26 M9 First 4
. , ' A
Experi #2 222 I 46 M. S Second ' 23
Experi 1 3-3 ) 16 M.S Third 6
Experi #2 ] i 36 M.S First 14
Experi 1 1-3 i 40 X First 13 N
Cxperi #2 3-1 g 38 M.S Third 15
[xperi, #2 3-2 I 3] 26, Third 10
Fxpert #2 (-2 M 28 B.S Sixth ' ‘ 5
CExperi ¥l 2-1 P 27 LS. Second 7
Py ‘
[xferi 1 -3 ] 30 .S Tifth 15
f
fyperi #1 5-2 3 34 NS i £th 13
‘ prerl #l 14 F Ho .S Fourth 22
| ‘
' Experi *2 2-3 | 62 B.A. “Third 200
Experl #1 (-1 F {38 M.S Sixth 14
' {
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Table 2

Characteristics of Rejected Children
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Rican-American, and Mexican-American.

T~ et
Instruments
' Observation Instrument e A .

~
I3

An interaction analysis system, containing seven “eetegories and sub-
. ,

scripted to indicate who was the initiator of the behavior, was used in
&

this study. The categories of the sygtem were: asks questions, calls on,

answers question, rai%es hand, makes statement, positive feedback, and no‘
» response (see Appendix B qu/; more detailed description). -This “system

was developed to discriminate cqgnitive heh;viorsjﬁccurring in the cl#ss-

Jroom, The observation instrument, the Indiana Interaction Index (1113,

-
[

was adapted from a system developed by Semmel:and Myers (1971)'called‘the
Indiana Pupil Participation Index. The III monitors pupil-teacher and

pupil-pupil cognitive behaviors occurring in the classroom (see Appendix B).
! ) 4
Al .
~ This particular observation instrument allowed the researcher to
: ¥
focus on patterns of behavior occurring in the classroom as well as the

] . e . »
frequency of specific categories.

N ‘
Training of Observers j AN
\ <
Six housewives from the communhity were selected to be~ftrained as
" . ?
. obseryers, All six ohservers had a high school education, and one had a
= N

'B.S. ;;\educ ion.* The age rgngg of. the coJers was from 26 to 45, with
a mean of<;;a;ears. None ofithe hoﬁghwivés hgd prior experience with
%bservation tools. : -

The training period was a 40-h;h% week . :pn thelfirst day, the
trainees were asked to define and analyze each categéfx in the ITI. A

number was then assotiated withreach;category. The trainees were evaluated

continuously as thezjroleplayed-and coded wriiten classroom dialogue.

Both videotapes and audiotapes were used in the training sessions

3

) ()‘T‘I \?* ”'.ﬁ ) ‘

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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\ e

- - . S :
of the observers. -The videotapes &f simulated classrooms stressed the o

~

cognitive aspect of classroom behaviors. The initial videotapes contained

<
& - -

short, one-ninute classroom segmentsy ~ As the trainees' coder criterion -
' . . : —
rose, the audiotape segments becamg more complextin nature. shifting’ﬁo
N I} . ‘
three-minute segment§£ In the last phase of. training, observers used 10-15-
\ :

minute videotapes wh{ch required continuous coding in order to approximate,

s ¢
- -

"real" classroom behavior.
On the fifth day,/}hg observers were given a criterion test on the use
of the III categories. Criterion reliability and intra-coder reliability
were assessed\ The five observers having the highest criterion rél;abilify
were chosen as coders, and the sixth person was selected to be the substi-
tute é:;er. The_observers had a mean score of .90 on criterion reliability
tests and .93 on intra-coder:reliagility tests at the start of the study.
The hypotheses investigated in this study were dépendent on the accu-
S -
racy of obhgrver coding abilities. Therefore, throughout the study there
were maintenance reliability checks made on obseﬁi?rs' coding skills.
Maintenance checks were held eQery 10 days, and the coders maintained the
.90 and .93 reliabilities. TQE purpose of the observer maintenance check

was to see whether or not the observers had sustained their observer accu-

racy on the III ohservation instrument throughout -the study.

x

Observation Sessions. //
\

Observation periods were 20 minutes in length, and each teacher was -3

observed 18 times the study. Observers were situated in the class-

room, permittifig an optimal view of classroom activity. The trained

observer walked into the room earrying a TOUCH-TONE telephone with a

25-foot extension cord. The observer connected it to a phone jack in the

room, dialed the computer hookup in Bloomington, and proceeded to code
» oo

6o
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. & %
classyoom behavior. Each observer was instructed to primarily tradk Target
k] .- .

L1 and Target 2 children in tHe classroom and, secondly, .to track all other

children in the classroom, .
AN

. . 7 S .
Two observers coded daily and, in order to reduce the fatigue factor

and assure reliable dJka observers coded only one %0-m1nute session per .

H e } [
hou?‘ In adQ1t1on, observers were randomly assigned classrooms in order

to avoid 37 coder bias fac!or.
« o . . Procedure
) - “ _7_— =
~Phase 1 - Sociometric Pretesting S

-Bgcause children in the lqwer grades could not - read fluently ;nd because
a ﬁniform procedure was needed, a sociometric iﬁstrument wgiCﬁﬁﬁid not |
requ1re any reading skills was used, The iﬁStrument' "About Me and My
*Friends," was administered during the first.week of the study. To insure
relative consistency and a high degree of rapport, the\c;assroom teachers
-were asked to administer the sociometric measure, Thé\teachers'were
gi;én an instruction ﬁpeet which gave specific directions 6n how to-admin-
ister the sociometric instrument (see Appendix C).
To édminister'this ins£rument, the teacher put the name of a child .
on the blackboard. The children were instructed to copy the name and
mark ‘one of!ﬁm four faces next to the:name. The children were told ;hat
a face with a question mark“meagt that”s/he didn't know tﬁe/é%ild well
enough to tell how s/he felt abcut this particuiar child. The happy
face selection indicated complete acceptance of the child in questién.
The face with no expression indicated that s]he gfﬂ not care about the
- child or}was émbivalent. The thappy faces indicated rejection; s/he dis-

A2 .
liked the child in question. .

The names of the children were placed on the board until all children

<

op)
C\

=
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¢ : .

. L 4 . ’ ©
in the classroom had he8y listed. The instfument -also required that each

J 3 Vi

-, child rate himself/herself in terms of the four face choides, thus giving “éi .

a measure of self-concept. The sociometric instrument took about 20
minutes to administer in all grade levels., :
In order to have a numerical weighting, the faces were given these

values: a happy face = 2 points; a question mark-= 1 point; rejection =
- ‘ , - . \\ ‘ .
-1 poin%"and ambivalence = 0 points, The sociometric instruments weré
- ‘ .
scored and ranked to determine whg(were the two lowest-scoring childreh
K < ' . cp

in. each classroom. The two children-<nominated as the most ¥ejected by
‘ ‘ . , . i
' All t®Bldren in the school were assigned‘i/gumgiznso that the obser-
d .
vers could track the/two target or rejected chiidren the baseline phase

of the study. The numberslalso assured that the tagchers would not know

their peers were the target pupils in the study.
: ' .

who the target children weTe.

w

(‘ : 2
Phase 2 - Collecting Baseéline Qhservations (01-06)

During the baseline period, the first five sessions of the study ¢

/

(0 tO ), obs%rvers mon1tored the hehaV1or of teachers and peers toward the /

.. ~
rejected ch¥1dren After the complet1on of the fifth observatlon the
Kl E 4

A

teachers were ranked from h1gh to low op thelr cognltlve ‘interdctions wg{h [
the target children. A htgh ranklng was given to the teachers if they
had a ﬁigh frequency of interactions with the target children, and a\low
ranking was given if they had mEnimal.interactions with the target chil-
dren. To insure equality of interactién status within the teacher Experi-
mental Group 1 and Exper}mental Group 2, teachers were placed‘into eight Jﬁ
high-low ranking pairs. \A tahle of random numhers was used to cast the |
high-low pairs -into #wo groups. Four péirs hecame 'E Group 1 and thgj;ther

. o o * .
four p%irs composed £ Group 2,
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Phase Sf; Group 1 Receives CATTS Feedback - ' .

- .
/Befo:e\recexﬁq;g CATTS feedback, all of tge teachers in E Froup 1

<

were brought together and g1ven a module on how to read and interpret the
. “a
computer printout (see Append1x E). Dur1ng this meetlng, teachers were

- s

told that two' children in their classroom had beeh rated by their peers

as the least liked. The researcher asked the teachers to try to change
’ - . A . o . P e "
their behavior in-a positive fashion towards t rejected children in -

. o0 '
their classrooms in hopes of changing the péers' attitude from rejection
: 5. - :

to acceptance of the rejected children. Teachers were instructed as to

) <4 ‘\
how this change codfé be achieved. ‘

Teachers wére asked to emphasize three social facilitator skills

[y

when interacting with the target pupils: (1) ask more quegizons; (2).calif
on the target pupils by name; and (3) answer the térget'pupils' questions
and.positively reinforce their appyopriate behaviors. The teachers were '

3150/1nformed that for the next 12, observation sessions they would be N

receiving CATTS pd%t-sessygn feedback in the form of a computer printqyt.

In addition, teachers were given a module .designed to facilitate their

'd

understanding of thg/éATTSAféedback:¢fThe module contained a'copy‘of the

computer printout as well as a discussidén of each feedback heading. .

»

ﬁ; was explained to the teachers that the feedback categories were based
~ N .- . .
< Ve .

. on the Indiana Interaction Index (III) .observation instrument, -and cate-

. ’ . . k4
gbry names and definitions weére-stressed.

~

) -~ . o .
Following the morning meeting, those: teachers ip group on€ bhegan to

rééeiVe CATTS post-session feedback for the newt five sessions (nX -oxli).
In contrast, gropyp two teachers did, not rece1ve the CATTS. feedback and

- . .

continuted with ffge additipnal baseline. observat1ons (04- 11)

CATTS data phone. " In this study feedhack on teaching behaviérs was

e : ® l S : . . . ‘/}‘

=
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auégented hy the us(:of a Computer+~Assisted Teacher Training System (CATTS).

CATTS‘1s descr1bed by Semmel (1974) as a closed looped feedback svstem

r‘ﬂ'h .

‘based on a cybernetlc model, The Spelelc CATTS conf1gurat1on is: d1V1ded

. v o

into four statlons (1) fhe Teachlng 9tat1on, (2) the Observat1on Cod1ng .

Station, (3) ‘the Ana1y51s Encodlng,statlon,(and (4) the Te1ecop1er Station
‘ . e ) K

. t( . \ a /7 . o . ) . > -

Teaching Station. -Station 1 for. ‘this study was located in 16 class-

(see F1gure 3).

_rooms in an elementary,school 1n:northwest Iﬁdlana. A teacher and class

of approximately 29 children comprised each Teaching Station.‘ - '

“

. 0bservat10n -Coding Statlon The Observatlon Codfhg Station was also
< ~ -
located in the c1assroom 1n th1s conflguratlon A uralned observer 1n

[

_the classroom coded classroom behaV1ors for 20 m1nute perlods approX1a

mately four t1mes a week on a TOUCH- TONE telephone .Thls telephone=was

o

connected by long-distance'hgokup to a computer in" Bloomington, Indiana,

200 miles'awaf

Ana1y51s Encod1ng Stat1on Th1s station was located in ‘the Teacher

£

Educatlon Laborato (TEL) at the Center for Innovat1on in Teach1ng the
- %
Handlcapped in Bloonlngton Indiana, where a small PDP-12 computer w§%

programmed.to rece1ve‘data through a-data phone.installatlon. .The com-
puter was.programmed to process and ahalyze_data. The incoming data
signais were stOred and analyzed within microrSecohds. 'Thevcomputer then
_transmltted, on a standard teletyne, ‘a hardcopy summary of the analyzed

data. This summary was then . transmltted via a Xerox te1ecop1er to the
i : % ‘ 7,
-rece1Ver telecopier in the"school 200{m11es away B

Telecopier Stat1on. "All of-the feedback on the teacher's classroom

. ,:y' . 2] (" w

behaV1or was transmitted to the Telec0p1er Stat1on locdted in an office in

the school pr1nc1pa1's suite. Thls,statlon con51st£3’pr1mar11y of the

e , o
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~Teaching Station and. -
Observation-Coding Station
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Xerox”telecopier and telephone computer. - The" telecopier read.the'signals

. transmittad over lgegﬁﬁistance telephone lines an& tran&formed thpm 1nto\\
;- .
Ty ﬁrintout Thus, long distance telephone lines were »[/Z
' y/
'” . . L™
as well as output data in this study, allowing teachers to

a pr1nted.s
used to inpu

receive s
v N > ‘\'

v after the 'end of the observed teaching session.

Phase 4 - Experimental Gr__ps 1 and 2 Receive Feedback (OX12-0X18)

F—

fDuring observations 12 through2g8 all teachers received feedback,
It was during this period that E Group 2 1n1t1ally_rece1ved post-session

feedback-in the form of a computer printout. Before the twelfth session'

-was observed'ithe teat?ers (N = 8) were called to a meeting and told
about the tracking of two reJected children in: the1r classrooms. They - ;
+ , also were 1nformed that they would be receiving feedback through a com-" -

!
puter printout, Teachers W E Group 2 received the exact instructions

13

concerning féEdback that teachers in E Group '1 received Hence with—e—
completion of the eighteenth observation, the E Group 1 teachers had 67
e~ »

baseline observations and»twelve treatment ﬁbsefvations and E Group 2

.
A .
-

N -
teachers had eleven observations of baseline/and seven. of treatmen

(post session’ feedback)

Feedback format, CATTS post -session feedback was transm;tigduvza

. (\ Lo ‘. d .

the CAQTS data phone system over a Xerox telecopier The telecopier‘read
oy ,
the s1gnals transmittid through the telephone receiver and transcribed -

them 1n€o graphic formats ) ~

I4

The computer printout}format was simple and readable, facilitating

SN R : . . .
the teacher's understanding of the feedback. The d-ca on the printout

" initially consisted of identification information. The first indicator

' was the;teacher identifying numher. The first digit identified the grade"

. . Lo . 4 o .
‘ ) /- ° . ) N '. Pe
R oA : . f _ R w .

ary feedhack on their_claserom behaviors within 10 minutes ,*> o
(eE . . s . : e

. o~ . = . ‘ - ) .
\/ . ‘ i \/, oy

-
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4

level and the second digit identified-the class numbexn (1-1 to 6-2; see

+ &

Figure 4). The second and third set of indicdtors were the identification’

7

‘nimb rs of the target ch}ddren (0-500), The fourth indicator was the coder

jdentification nua?er (01-04), - The fifth and sixth indicators gave the
date and time of the. ohservation period 1 A11 identifyfng information was

@*sent on- 11ne by the obsefvers to the data center, as wete the follow1ng

\\ categor1es of data on the computer pr1ntout (see Figure 4)

The heading Interactions o the printout was the indicator of the
_source and frequency of cognitive interactiens which took place in the
4 - : -
“observed c1assrooms.7&The sources were either (1) teacher to Target 1,

(2) teacher to Target 2, (3) teachers to others, (4) pup1ls to Target 1,

and (5) pupils to Target 2. The frequency totals followed the source indi-

£

cators. Th1s data summary gave the teacher a breakdown of classroom 1nter—

N

actions with the targst pupils by source and frequency of occurrence.

The fellowing headijng on the printout, Category Summary, was the~ﬁ
%F P Y

€

11st1ng of the seven categorles of the Indiana Interaction Index (III),
the observat1on instrument,.with frequency totals for each category. The

categories of the observation instrument {II1) wewre: (1) asks question;
. ‘ 5

(2) calls on; (3) answers; (4) handsbup; (Sg statement; (6)>positive feed-

back; and (7) no response. This hea§3pg also gave the source of inter-
. * \ .
actors with target pupils- (1) teacher; (2) Target 1; (3) Target 2; and

. <

"(4) others. The rat1ona1e for 1nc1ud1ng this type of summary was to give

the classroom teacher ‘an opportun1iy te analyze hls/her c1assroom behavior

N

"in terms of very spécific behavior categories. It gave the teacher, an

<

indication of how’s/he was interacti ith the rejected childrenfﬁeég,,

'

L e . ’ ;0 e _/. T
a high—frequenCy of no responseslgrjgﬁlow frequencv:of p051t1ve re1nforce-

ment). Hence, the teacher could look at h1s/her behawlor and try to make
A3 -~ 5 \

\

:

N
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\\H e CLASSROOM PARTICIPATICN ENDEX

RN - P TEACLER:  1-1
y - o TARGET 1@ 217
CoS O\ TaRGET 2% 23
N\ CODER 0T "5
E /,~\,- DATE @ d4/30/74.

. TIME @+ 10:00

e INTERACTIONS

SOURCE FREQUENCY
TEACHER TO TARCLETY 19
TEACHER 1O TARGET 138 b4
TEACHER TO CTHERS 0>
PUPTLS 1O TARGET 14 . ‘ A
“PUCM LS TG TabGET 2 13

i

ro

i

)

PARTICIPATICN CATECORY SUMUARY (FREC)

CATEGORY TEACHER TARGET 1 TARGET 2 GTHERS

ASK 7S 06 - 0 G 4

. CALLS Cx 31 0 0 o

_ANSEERS 72 J 19 17 39.

HANDS uP 0 .14 14 29

. STATEMENT 15 0 - 0 2
POSITIVE FB 41 -0 o . .

NO RESPONSE 0 ¢ 0 0

[¥3)
(93]
Ui
ol
3]

TOTAL 187

PARTICIPATION INDEX
{5 LI TOTAL CODLS)

! . . ,
: - TARCET 1 10% .,
TARCET 2 a5
o ‘ C e merer e e PR
= COOTHRES 23%
_ < 5 v ‘
' o
Ty '
Figure 1. 'eedback ormat.
I

v | 7




\ Yi ) . .
pgsitive changes for the next-day. The CATTS feedhack was expected to

. be effective because” it was immediate (10-minute turn-around time) and

behaviorally specific,

’

The.iéstjhéading, Participation Index, was included to give ;Rb\ifaCh-

er a breakdown of the percentage‘gF\EGQal classroom interactions. The

2

,
sources of teacher jinteractiogs were:.(l) Target 1, (Z) Target 2, and

2

1 (3) Others. &3

Phase 5 - Sociometric-Posttesting

~ Three weeks after post-session feedback had been terminated, post-
testing of social status took place. The exact procedures used in the
pretest were replicated during the posttest phase. -

Phase 6 - Data Analysis ’ . '

The design. The data analysis was hased on the following experi--

mental design:

Period 1 Period 2 v7 . Period 3
i R . ) I. \ : )
Exp. S . - -3
\‘\Gfoup 1 (n=8) | OX70XSOX90X100X11 OX120X13°X140X150X160X17OX18
010,0304050 N
\ | Exp, -
. - I'Group 2 (n=8) 0,000,401 OX120% 20 40X 150% 0% 170% 18
Where R = Random assignment of subjects (pairs)

o
]

No Feedbhack Observation

0X

Feedback Observation

v

Period 1 Period 2- Period 3

Exp. Group:l Baseline O]-O6 Treatment OX7-OX1P . Treatment 0X;a-0OXqg

Exp. Group 2 Baseline = 0y-0  Baseline D,-0j; 7  Treatment 0X;,-0Yjq

F\’ ;.
(-




- Percent increase. These data were analyzed using percentage increase

as a dependent variable in which individual differences hetween subjects

~

were removed. This was done through ‘a conversion of the mean score during
Period 2 for each subject as a pergent increase over mean Period 1 score,

Si2h= Siz = S;1 - S;1 x 100, where i is  the ith subject, and Sil‘and S5

' '
! -.
4

4 K . . g . .
refer to th& medn scores for Period 1 and Period 2 for the ith subject.

The term S{Z is then the percentage increase in Period 2 over Period 1.
Similar scores were computed for Period 3 as percentage increase over -

Period 2. Thus there were only 2 periods which were analyzed, Period 2
';x-q,..J\ ' R - : -
\ ' } = C ’ . ) . N . - - ' .

og)i?% Sy S5 X IOQ, and Per1?d 3or S;7 = S5 Sip X 100.. The

i1 | | S

o
2 o '
' percentage improvement over previous period measures was used, hased on .

the theoretical position that the groun dynamic§ of a classtoom is rela-. |
» / ) R f"‘ - e ' '
‘tively stable. . . _ Ly , 3

. ¢ : C. .o\ . . :

Teacher as the change agent. The intervention resides with the 4
. T . i
teachers because the teachers increase their narticipafion with the

‘ ‘ O

target children. This results in increased pa \igibation%§hy targets 1

s

and 2. By correlating percentage improvement scores of teachers (for. -
: , e .

example, G1, P2 and G2, P3) with target 1 p@YCentage,}@provement\scorgs

. . Q . i -

(on the ‘teacher and pupil constructs) the effect of téﬁjher'sﬁbehavior on
’.‘r’ R N / .

target 1 behavior can be <learly shown. Simi?ar correlasions can be per-

.formed with teacher and target 2 variables. This relationship is shown in

Figure 5, as indicated by the arrow leading from teaner variables to
¢ ; o
. X
target variables. . - 2

__Relating input-process-product. The last stage of the analysis “25.

to relate output to input and process. The relationship for_anf target

,ﬂ’

. ) ‘\ ‘ o 7U & /) 7 /
ERIC -~ A n
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child can be expressed as: Outpif = (Input, tcacher variables, target
variables), where input and output are target scores on Al pretest and

posttest respectively. 1\ stepwise multiple regression analy:is was ©er-
formed on the above iunction, with the order-o: inclusion in thvee stages
\ . o . i

due to Jﬁput,showsAthe proportion of cutput

as specified above. The Sbreg ,

reg

explained by input. The increase in SS due to teacher variables shows

the contribution by the teachers' change of classroom)dynamics;~ The

due to target variables shows the tontribution of

increase in SS
increase in SS... .

targets themselves over and above that of the teachers' contribution.

—

4

~ 3

The model is as shown in Figure 5.
: -

The ipput #(target's pretest scores) and the tecacheys' interaction "

with targets are assumed to bavé been stabilized during the baseline
. ‘ iy

'

trials. Each teacher adjusts his/her interaction with these rejected

F——

children, depending upon their own judgments- about these children. The
rejected children also interact with the teacher to tha extent that they
feel comfdrtable. Since teacher and target variables are being measured

as percentage improvement over a haseline, the input will not affec

3 Lt . -

"
| -

) o :
the process. ,
P : \ R - ' ek ! /

P ©,

,/ The teachers in Grdup 1 and,Group 2 are both 'Fxperimental' Groups,

C " and- Group 2 results are considered as a ''replication' of the Group 1
1Y p : , Y

: ’ ,
results. To consider the replication effect,,thg‘number of treatment .

trials in both groups must be the same. llence, Group 1, Period 3 and
' Group 2, Period 3 {mprovements were used in the iahove stepwise regres-

L . AT i ‘ : \ . o
sions with 16§t§;getﬁch1ldren (2 x 8 cla§sroomsj as the unit of anar§%g<w

_The next chapter presents the results of the study.
/- -7 B .
s

-

\‘i.’ - £ \ . . | . .o
ERIC =~ . - -
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~ and the classroomjlnteractlons as they wgre affected by the CATTS inter- . »

¢ frequency and sfyt~ of iniera@tibnsﬁﬁﬁfh'lgw;status children.” Table 3
. - \ T N & °

analysis and a percentagé increaseﬁgodel. «ﬁ

. L ’ ?
sign test was used to analvze these data. The results on Tahle 1 reveal
/ . .

oo ‘ . J
' CHAPTER V!

RESULTS

e

This chapter presents the analysis.of the data collected through
the procedures outlined in Chapter IV. The results illustrate how the
input and process variables have affected the product variables (see
.Figure 5). The input variables were defineavas the pretest scores, the
'proéess variahbles wére defifed as the classroom interactions a§ affected
by thewCATTS intervention, and thé prb&uct variables were defined as
the posttest scores. The dependent variables in this‘study we;e the .
posttest scores and the indeéenﬁent variaﬁies were the prétegt scores ‘

5 '
vention, THé;é data were4inalyzed by a stepwise multiple regression

D
A

K

Product Variab] es\

Db

< T

ﬁypothesié 4. H4 ifplied that there would be an increase -from pre

to posttesting on the sociometric scores. It was expected that there

would bé-a change in class dyvnamics or interactions which would uftimately
s

bring about a significant-increase in the posttest scores of the rejected
B . )
children., This was hvpothesizéd because the CATTS intervention was ex- ~

. , N \‘)

pected, to have an impact on-the teacher hehavior, that is, change the
\ i '"\ . . Y
\1,-\ b .

B .

nl ; N

L J . Sy . S
shows the pre and &osttest scores of the ‘target (reiecred) students.

that chapges from pre to posttesting were significant at the .002 level

Al N

(p.= ,002, 5 = 25, - =5, 0 = 2). Thus, hvpothesis 4 wn=s supbbrﬂah”/7‘ L
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Hypotheses 5 and #. H5 and 16 nredigted fﬂat teacher and target cate-

gories would significantly contribute to the change'in posttesting of __
sociometric scores of Experimental Grpu% 1. The summary-tahble of stepwise

regression for the<16 target children in Experimental Group 1, with AMMF
~ ! - :
! » .
posttest as the dependent variable, is shown in Table . ‘The order of
) : . . Fs g

o~

inclusion of variables was specified as AMIF pretest, teacher categories,

: A S : . . e
and target %ategories respectively Within the tcachers or target cate-
}) .
gor1eq\)the order of 1nc1u51on &as automat1cally selected hy the prdgram,
: PR . ;
.

based oh the magnitude of partial-r holding all previous variahles%ébn-
stant, The overall F was significant at o < IOS up to step 6, and at

step 7 the - level was ~084, The varian in AL posttest was contrih-

£V ,
s .

-

ut d by . N ,/'
‘ . , R O ' \\\ p ? )
7. ‘1. AMME pretest - 6.680% [
et o by
: - : \ .
4 . 2. Teacher categories = 54.233% : . 4 A
H A
“3, Target/categories = 10.380% - = - .

. - . - . . ./’ 297, ( :
e ‘ Tota cont;1Q;t1on/7'7l;;,2f .

< . i . . k
It is clear that the contripyt1on of the teacher categories and target
: ) s Pl (¢ I

\
¥ \.
. v

the coﬁtribution of AMMF pretest scores. b@t of 64, leu of variance con-

categories to the AMMF Posttest varidnce was significantly higher than £

PRI - o A

b o PR I P }f
'_,trlbuted by tEacher and tasget categbrléq,

2 TR AU
83.93% (51.233/64,613) was

r v
’51ncé the;%rcatmcﬁt“ﬂas the.

B contr1thed hv the teacher cateoorﬁ@s;
- L »"';5 S . .
1ntejven140n through the teacherk,"th1s 8@3930 can he con ered as the

.l-

¥

eff1c1enc ofdireatment The OVeTall efficiency (direct and indirect
y . ) A 2%

N oo - AN
. - - \
effectq) of the treatment wa<«00 63° (64.613/71.293-. 5
N 1 e -L, ‘ !
_ DlSregérd1ng txe sllﬁht;incrpaaq in » (.084) 'in the-]ast step),

v -\ g _
. - s - N e : o .
potheses 5 and 6 can he considered"géfmgvﬁ%ﬁ%gﬁ <upﬁoftad by the oxcx(xl

.F redt . | : | o / \ . N o |

- — - -
.

2 T
-~
\}
L]

Q :: e | o o7 -
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Hypothesis 7. H7 stated that there would be a replication effee} . .

‘ ke . i ! ) _,,// v s
for Experimed&g;;d@%up 2 which would show that target and teacher cate- R
gories.significantly contrjbuted to the change in posttest scores. The

summary table for Experimental Group 2 is shown in Table 5, It can he scen v
that' the order f inclusion of target variables was slightly different;

targets asking'questions was entered last. The overall F test was high- -~

ly signiﬁicaﬁt. The variqQus pertentages for Lxperimental Qrbup 2 are as below:

. o i
1. AMMF pretest = 46.960% ’ o
T '2. Teacher categories ;'25.687% . | o
3. Target categories = 8,850% | v\ L B
. Totai contribution = . )

81.506%
? T
The improvement in prediction due to treatment (dlrect and 1nd1rect) was

c-x,;‘"

N 34.546% 125.687_+ 8.850), and the re&at1ve contr1hut1on of treatment to -

the variance accounted for hy the above three was 42 §=%% (34,346/81.506),

bee " - ) e

While the‘percentages and mégylple R of Froup ? were qpt the same e

..

‘ - “ J . x
" as Group 1, the geheral effect"of teacher7categor1es and target categories i

-

Contr1hut}ng to the, varlante of \“F nosttest scores seem to he\repi1tated
s - <

“ ) > "

The next questlon to be con51dered is uhether there were any faetorg\ B

s

L] ..

other than th <above three factors which were systematically affettgng
‘: E (7‘ . ] -

\\ \the posttest scores. The inspection of residuals}(Y—v) for hnth Group 1 and
° Toa#S a’ S

T Group 2 for the 16 subjects 1n each .group reveals no systematic bias in qks1d-

7

>
4 P - 2

{.
uals. The number of positive and negat1ve re51duals were 8 each for C&oup 1,/

- . N B
L

whereas for Group 2 there were-? ﬁgsitive,residuals and T negativé resid—

N

: ! - : R . . : .
‘uals, There were no outliers of more than 2 Si within Lxnérimental Group . -
\ : . . . P 4 A 7 g ] - : .
F . _ ) N
1 and Experimental Group 2 (see Figure f). VR ‘
’ = o : " ,‘ T . AN -
s \ } N
o . A - »'T -:}&
-~ o . oL ; s
! d g < s g ﬁ \
- t . ' » .{'_‘""' [S :
5 . . v - -
t s
S ARRARRIN ¢ PO . :
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. ‘Multiple Regression Summary Table.for

'éﬁr‘

Table 'S

e

g

irour 2.

on the* Dependent Variable Posttest Scores

~

i

75
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" “that there would be a d1fferq§re betueen the per1od in which CATTS- feed-

< “ s

. . - - . C, N
Process Variables

CATTSLFeedbacklas an Instrument of Change

A ‘prothesis 1. Hl predicted that Experimental,Groun 1, Period 2 "

. would have more classroom interactions than Experimental Group 2, Period 2.

D4

jtThis was predicted bécause the CATTS interventioﬁ would cause the ‘teacher
. _;‘—l 9 a . ’

s d target children to interact more often as a result of the qutematlc

,-L

’ﬁ;feedback. The percentage of improvements for phases 1 and 2bare presented.

in Table 6. Thé* six categories pt hehaviors focused'on in the studf are
included in the tahle. Data in Table 6 indicate that Lxperimental Group 1
during‘Period 2 had higher -gains in -percentage increases tﬁan Experimental
Group .2 during the same oerlod It can be seen by t.esepgata that the\\
teachers and targets in E Gi P2 did increase the}r‘interactions signifi-

3

cantly and Hypothesis 1 is supported.

LY

Hypothesis 2. 112 predlcted that E G2, P3 > £ G2, P2; that is to say,

o
[P

back was instituted and the period iﬂ which Experimental Group 2 did not \

have the feedback opportunities.
B Table 7 shows the nercentage increase score&,for_Fxperimental Groun 2,

- E

Periods 2-and. 3. These data'reveal -that E'G2, P3 - E nt, P2sin percentage

T .. S . ‘ - . . -’ N ,A .
iﬁcreases. In the teacher categories there were significant increases-

A

from P2 to P3 Theqe data support Hypothes1s 2.7 ' : -

Y _ P N .

- -

_Xpothesls 3, H3 stated that there w@%é? he a. repllcat10n effect
™ )
"E G2, P3 # E G11 P2 Table 8 contains a summary which shOus_the replica-
“tion of £ G1, RQ and £ G2, WS (the per1od when hoth groups were rece1V1ng
CATﬁS feedback) ﬁ The data show that in the teacher c“tegor1e< the (\TTQ
¥ ¢ o
feedback effect was ren11Catcd becauce the nercent xncreaqe was very 51m11ar*

Teacher makes statement E Hl PZ = 60, T G2, P3 = ﬁizlﬂ; Teacher gives

LAY

'

(e' T



W

»

Y :fof E Group 1" & 2 for Phase 2
A Exp. Group 1 -~ ExpL. Group 2.
Period 2 (2/1) ~ “Perind 22(2/1)
X S.D. X -
Teacher Makes Statement 60.66% * 48.02% 21.57%
Teacher Positive Feedh@e¥™47.43 ©63.70 6.29
Teacher Asks Questions 26. 88 33.78 20.72
" Targets Ask Questions 133.61j 193.21 © -45.00°
‘Target’Raises land 113.55 96.40-  79.83
: o o ‘ . )
Target Amswers Questions 157.44, ,  190.27  112.19
7. . RN \\
< L
9 ‘a
eF "L K
) ll‘ —/'
.‘ J: )
" A " ! ° vp,

o

¢

Table 6 St

<o " * Summary Table of Percentage Increases.—
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Table 7 *
Summary Table of Percgntage
' 2 \? N ’
Increases foJr E Group 2 ) o
) Exp. Group 2 Exp. Group 2 .
. Period 2 -« . Period 5 _
' ) X - s.D. X . s.n. ’
: A an '
Teacher Makés Statement 21.57%  -38.89%° 65.41% 33.74%
: ! . B _
Teacher Positive Feedback 6.2% ™ 49,74 99..69 03,17
" : - . « * ’ ) . N
Teacher Asks Question 20.72 "38.12 10.82, v 43.78 =® °
. ) i
Targets Ask @estion -45.00 * 87.95 78.'80, 90,64
€ = " L - T
Target Raise Hands °’ 79.83 192.0:2 388.93 *394 .80~
Target Amswers Quéstions 112.19 143.08 206,27 28954
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Table 8

Sugmary Table of Percentage Increases for

E Group 1 & 2,

—
(93]
(93]
o
—

113.55

157,34

Grour 1
Period 2
X

60.66%

(

47.43

Contrasting Period 2 & 3

S.D.

48:02%

P
e ¥
1
- N
?
. s
5 d

Group 2
Period 3
X

65.41%

9969

wi
(%)

S
(O3]
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,b’

positive feqd%ack;Gi, P2 = 47,43, 2, P3 = 97.69;. Teacher asks questions
26,88 = 40,82, In the target éategofies increases were very similar for
both groups: Target asks question F 61, P2 = 133.61%, E G2, P3 = 78,80;

_Target raises hand'E Gl, P2 = 113,55, E G2, P3 = 388.93; Target answers

questions E Gl, P2

support Hypothesis 3.

157.44, E 62, P3 = 206.,27. In summary, these data

The results of the data analyses Fndicated that it is possible to 1mp-

rove theé low social status of rejected children. Th&bdaﬁﬁ'also dlsclosed o

L.

that the CATTG 1ntervent10n did contrlbute to changes in classroom_inter-

actions. But more imporﬁhntly, the results revealed that“the teacher ¢

: . . - . Y
behaviors or classroom interactions were the most” sigpificant factor con-.,
5 . < )

e ' . . % .
_tributing to posttest score gains. Table 9 presents a succinct summary P

of the results’'presented in this chapter. -

© T ‘ Discussion

s s
¢ &

© g

Hypothesib 4 predieted that there would be an increase from pre te

-

. .. . v . .
. posttesting on t ociometric scores. The £g5ults showed that pre to

v
s

. ‘ )
posting scores si f1dént1y‘ehanged, This finding was also supported by’

. several other studies in which an inté @ution was instituted to increase
T T .

A ‘2 3 ’ . ) v
,social-status (Atkinson, 1%40: (h
s .

Iunger 1966). Atkinson (1049) us d the ¢

ires,»1966; Kranzler, Mayver, Dver, §

adher as the .nrime intervention
}

cagent in changing social status in ¥<room. lHe nlaced rejectees, and

v - \

high-status students in work ‘grouns and had -thefteacher encourage rejectee
. ¢ . . . v ’

v

paﬂticipafion Atkinson found that rejectees‘inc eésed in social 'status.

’, . -
4 L

-

i\\ The present 1nvest1gat1on 1ncorﬂorated one of AtN1nson intervention s
' 4 . } RN

strategles by encouraglng teacher partLC1nat10n with' re1ecte%§ . This was

y N ¢
1 E
A I%pre to

o ! /1_

posttesv resu(ts 1nd1tate it was not by c&Lnee that. the classroom dvnamlcs)

‘ » A s

Y- ‘ faC111ta%ed through the CA?T% data nhone 1ntervent1on« s

o

€ o . °y . N k » .. R ) o
- . A} A
L f 2 il
> A A . N
7 : T
a Y . . a R v~
D ! . : A :
[y } N 4 -
. i R .
. . % ) v . 8 .o ¢ ” ..
. ' 1 . - e [ . he
Q v v o . :
[:RJ!:‘\"” ' % b (I ‘o - '
B . : 9 ’ -~
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R TN Table 9
[ . ]
, v . Summary of Results
P L ]

,7 - 41, i .
! - :
! -

Suppott from In Predicted
¥ Hypothesis Analysis | "Results - Direction
e — & A g
CATTS Feedback as an Instrument of Change . o B
H:1 Teachers receiving relatively imme- Mean of Group% in-:
diate CATIS feedback aboft Spec1f1c ' : crease in Period 2
interactions with rejected nuplls : | over Period 1 1s
reveal significantly higher per- more than that of ~ Yes
centage 1ncrgases In three teacher \ Group 2 on all 3
. categories (Makes statement, gives teacher and target
-positive reinforcement, and asks N variables.
questions) when compared to teachers. ANOVA n t«pck | ,
who dﬁnot receive sffch feedback. formgd as vari- o 3
_ 1’ ance within | :
2 Teachers who receive -immediate group 1s more Mean of Group' 1, f
~ CATTS feedback following a pdriod than variance . Period 3 imcrcast i
of- baseline observations reveal a between groups. over Group 1, Period ‘g’fg’ig,
* significant percentage™tncrease in Used percent , -+ 2.is more than that 3 \ié_‘%?
the three teacher categories: ‘lakes © increase model. of Toup 1, Pe x;bod 2- #‘ 1
, statement, ofves. posit'fvc reinforce- . ovér Froup 1, Perlod |
ment, and fks questions. g , ‘ on all 3 teacher | !
’ ’ - _ ~ J and target variables. B
. . : 3 ) 4 - ‘ ,
; . :
13 e effects of immediate CATTS feed- " - Mean of Growp 2,
| back 1n mcreasmw tarpeted teacher y Period 2 increase over
behavior.is replicable amons elemen- A (foup 2, Period 3 1s
tarv school teachers. =~ . | ; more than Growp I,
g - ' Period 2 over rohp 2, Yes ||
. | QL i Period 1 Lﬁomng effect
. T | - of CATTS intervention,
o0 S ‘ © 8% and are comparable to 4
: -~ S © frowp 1, Period 2 over 3
. [ o ' ' Groyp 1, Period’l ]
| o , (Tq{'ljcation). . N
:i lf\ ' :
[y k1
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)

! ;
. 7w YA : ’ ' .
Sunmary of Besultsi(continued) Coy {/f;) , \

- } - -
Sy o oo \ T - : e
- , © Support from In Predicted
Hypothesis Analysis . Results | Direction -
Process Variables Directly Affect =~ : i ' /
the Product Variables } '
H:4 Tlemenfary school pupils who are S1gn test on AMMF <+ = 25

initially rejected by thesr peers  pre to pdst scores, \ -~ 5
reveal significant positive : o Lo

changes in their socipmetric - & : +pe 002

\ Status as a‘functjan of thelr Y
teacher's receiving immediate E
LATTS feedbask on thrce teacher
catgpories: Mares statement, ¢
H1vEs positive reinforgrent, { S

“and asks questions.’ B Lo

[1:5 Changes in targeted teacher Stepwise multiple 54,9535 of A post-

- behaviors significantlv in- ©oregression, test accounted for
fluence the/Lhange of socin. ’ - overall Fosig. © 425,
netric xtufus f rejected o “
pupils in ;xpe?imcntul . | | , |

- liroup 1. p .

G s ] o ' . y .

I:0* Changes in pupll targeted-inter-  Stepwise multipke . . 10,385 AMME post-
action categories significantly Tegression. test accounted for\;f
influence changes in the socio- . overall I sig, < 084,
JLtric status of rejected , '

e pupils in Expérimentul Group” 1. ' ‘ .

o . e : J
, . b
/o ) :
. ’ ] ‘ \
. ;' S;A_ .
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Surmary of Results (continued)

. o L}
L]

. T — — ; _ LL—-‘
. | . .5uﬁ§;}t from"fz_, ~ In Predicted
, Analysis : Results .. Direction,
" ’ n . 1 ‘r—f:'_ s
Process Variables Directly Affest ’
the Product Variables
H:7 The telationships expressed in Stepwise multiple  25.687% (teacher cate-
-hypothesis 5 and'hvpothesic 6 regression. . ' gories) of AMMF posttest
are replicable. accounted for all over
. Fsig. < ,004.
T : Yes
‘ 8.85% (target. cate-
, e : . gories) AMMF posttest .
i t ’ accomnted for overall '
. | F sig. < .018.
~) <
p A
} ,
‘ p
i ”
¥ L g
§
¢ . / ‘
¢ ' 3
¢ ) ) ' a
: . Y :
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s ‘J bey )Q
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and posttest séores changedrln ‘a posytlve\darect1on Itriseﬁggges{;d that,

K4

through the 1nst1kut10€apf the CA ATTS geqdback teachers.and';argets heg;nj-
- - 3 . V- 5

- v

te® interact more po<1t1ve1v with-each other o Ea T e, oy
p 3 ot
Ny \“.SPre to'nq;gtesting'sceres 1ndicate ‘that teacher-stident intera ions’

v .

. s . . ‘ - ¢ < . N "
~increased, i.e., most of the rejgcta‘s‘ nosttest scores cﬁﬁnged in the .- .

-~ .o
- . - e . .

‘s C A .- . . LN
positive direction. Twentv-five rejectees increased in social status; two

made no change; and onlx.five regressed in sociometric status. The change

<

in classroom¥interac;ions from pre to posttestingrpériods should be empha-

sized. At the hegﬁnning of the study the farget Thildrer were the most

- -

a<occurred which caused

‘& ‘ . -
the posttest scores and social status to change significantly. Results

rejected. In the:intervening period some phenomena:,

indjicate that CATTS feedback whci!® the teachers received dai}y on their
o ) : . . :
" classroom interactiogs was instrumental in the change.

Lo

liypotheses 5, 6, and 7 were concerned with the imnact of the nrodess =~ g%
B - - \ N i . o
, variahles on the product variable., A stepwise multiple_regresgion_was

applied to these data apd all 3 hypotheses were supported. These data

indicate that there wad d direct relationship between the increase in ‘re-

jectee and teacher interactionsjand the ipcrease in rejectee nosttest socio-

metric scores. For Exgerimensal Group 1, 54% of the variance 1r1g$e post-.
test scores was attrihgted’to teacher interaction categories, 10,380% to

‘the target categories, and 6.68% to the pretest score. Out of the 65%
Y .
of variance contributed hy'teacher and target categories, 84% was contrib-

'

uted By the teacher categories, ' : )

"For Experimental Group 2, 26% of the variance in posttest SCOrgs Was

I . ‘ : . <
attributed to tejcher categories, 8% to target categories. QOut of the ¢
35% of variance contributed by teacher and tarpget ccategories, 71% was con-

o : € '

+ tributed by thesteacher category. Therefore, there was,a partial feplication
v . J ‘ - - e
. - e, L ’ e

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



» of the effects predlcted by hypothesis 7. The total teacher and target

-~ . -
3 # N -\Zl
v - varlaﬂCe contr1but1o s (35’) for Experimental Gr. oup 2 were not as .-gh- ‘
& b ' L
ﬁ*aT Experlmental Gr ~p"l (65:) dput’thl mav'be due to classroom compo-.
t;‘n4 - ‘,/"

Qsitmn d;fferences and a ‘tesidual effect of the (‘\T'rq f'eq,dback Nonethe-

o

leSs, in both experimental grouns the teacher'categories contrihuted
B B . N .

significantly to change in pupil posttest sogi6ﬁet;iq scores. Therefore,

AN . . . ' . 4 . Lo = :
the teacher classroom interactions Pere influential in determining post- qg
B - - ‘n, ) . o’

test score ¢thanges.

Teachers iq the present study reported that they saw dpanges in the

v .
.~ Latget pun119 classroom hehavior, especially in the academic and social
areas. - Many teachers felt that the target students galned 1# read1ng

skills'and seemed to increase their overall school achievement. Other .

.

' teachers reported that the targets were more popular in playground games

and seemed-not to fight as 'frequently. T e ' .

N v -»

In summary, these results suggest that the process variables - ,

N

classroom-interactions affected hy the CATTS intervention - are directly

related to positive sociometric changes among low-status children.

i

CATTS Feedback as an Instrument of Change ' ’

Teachers in both experimental groups rece:ve. immediate post-session

S feedhack via the CATFS data nhone configuration. But teachers in Experi-

mental froup 1 received légtgacher feedhack opportunities, -while teachers

Y
in Experimental Group 2 received only seven. Furthermore, the CATTS feed-

4

~.b4Ck intervention was instituted during Period 2 (P2) for teachers in
) ‘ S ) -
e Experimental Group 1 and during Period 3 (P3) for teachers in I'xperimental
. Group 2 (see Figure 2). Therefore, .it was pred{}ted in hypothesis 1 that

. ) / .
FXperimental “roup 1, Reriod 2 would increase significantly over Fxperi-

B S
L) . . .

. !
mental Group 2, Period 2 ig/all six interaction catepories. The results

. N . . s (.‘.' Q
ERIC [E ;
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pupil questioning behavior, .

‘Experimental Group 2 d¢id 1ncrea<e in ail 1nteract10n catepories in- Phase

o . -

. supporfed this hyeethesis; indicating that, when the,feedb;ék\yas insti-

tuted; the/?requenby of‘the‘teaéhertinteractions with the target children
increasEd L C S S .
Table 8 also shows that the teachers 1ncréased in the‘%ategories which

L

would have most impact“on improﬁing low social status of a rejected child.

Teachers in Experimental Froun 2 Deriod 2 1ncreased 47% 1n giving Eraise

encouragement and RpSItIVe reinforcement when the CATTS 1ntervention was

instituted. In contrast, teachers in Experim-ntal Grotp 2, Peried 2.0n1y

increased by-6%. The effect of the CATTS.intervention is evident,

The target pupils' behavior for Experimental Group'l, Period 2 increased

by 133.61% in asking questions in contrast to Experimental. Group 2, Period’
g . _ re

2swhi.ch decreased ty -45.00%. This indicétes’that'rejectees agssigned to
i P M !

.

“ classrooms in which there was no CATTS intervention did not participate

v

veryfoften. " In.contrast, reJectéd pupils in Fxperimental Proup 1, Period 2,

1ncreased their nart1c1pation greatly These results suggest that clas&:

Toom teachers were beinp motivated bv the FATTS _feedback to 1£1rease their

classroom participation. 1In-turn, the teacher behavior correlated with

v
» A

the behavior of the target children in the classroom, resulting in- increased

v
'

szothesis:2 predicted that Group 2, Period 3 Group 2, Period 2,

e
e N

“and the results supported thishhvnothesis. Teachérs ané target pupils in' -

Sape

.3 as compared to Phase 2, These regult! indicate that the CATTS inter-

vention significantly improved the\teacher categor{es, especiallv the
: ‘ ¢

teacher positive feedback category. In Phase 2 there was a 6% improvement

o . ‘ a v

‘but in Phaséd 3 it increased to 99.69%. .-In looking at the target category,

s

‘raises hand,ethere was-ﬂn{increase rom £0% to 390% for Rhgse 3. ' These

-

gs



- R . )
e . ) » . .

< 3 B N

- - . - s

data égain suggest that.the CATTS data‘phOne:feedback_intervention.did

- - -~ - 3

e pos1t1ve1y Lnfluence'the»classrobm dynamics . ’ ' o o
Other researeh studies have offered support for 'this finding.  Research”

efforismby VanEvery (1971) and Schmitt (1969) found that practice over N

time 'usin'g CATTS facilitates skill acr-uiéition VanEvery (1971) found

" that %heraplst trainees who nad received CATTS €feedback produced s1gn1f1-

cantly more ¢ 1a1 reinforcement patterns and a hlgher therap1s€ relnforce-

ment/patlent response than those trainees who rece1ved no CATTS feedback

Schmitt (1969)vgave teacher trainees feedback on thelr use of broad ques-

tiorns. :Those traineecs who received CATIS feedpackrspent\significantfy

more time using hroad questions in’ the treatment phaSe;in comparison to
/- . v - - . .
‘cthe baseline pha;e

P .
.

.- W

Hynothesis 3 predicted that a rep11catlon effect would take place

7 38
. -
P— N « \

that is, Experimental.Group 2 Period 3 =_Fiperimental Grdup 1, Periqp 2

>

-

g fer all six@eractionwcateqories. 'f'ne'“reﬁlication‘effect was especi_ally

evident in the data in the teacher category, makes statements (Fxperiﬁ?n- B

tal'Group 1,;Pe;%9d 2 =°60.66% and FExperimental Groun 2, Rerlod 3 = 65.41I%

X

ease), ard in the target categories Of answer guestions Experimental

1, Period 2 = IS;SAA% and Uxperimental Group 2, Period 3 = 206?27%
. w#increase). ' - : - , ;
Further evi§§pce of replicahility in the-results can be seen in the

increase of quality and frequency of teacher interactions.in both Experi-

o '

mental Group é Perlod 3 and rxper1mental Group’ 1 Period 2. Beqau e of

v

the CATTS 1nterven*1on teachers were more supportlve, “as 1nd1cated hy the.

4

1ncreas€ 1n teacher use oF Qg§1t1ve reinforcement Rut more 1mportant1y,

there was 1ncrease in the target ch11dren s part1C1pat1on in. the classroom

< . p v n'.

as revealed?by fhe perc mye increases in Qupll-quest1ons and handfraises.
NG oorT Ay : —_—

! ) =

[ERJf:‘ . ) . x K .ﬁﬁif o R
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In conclusion, this study demonstrates how social status can be

increased through the CATTS data phone configurationm More snecifically,

.a direct relationship wads shown between the input variables (pretest -

scores), process variables (classroom interaction as affected by the CATTS

intervention), and the product variables (the posttest scores).

The next chapter discusses the implications of the results for re-

search related to teacher hehavior, teacher education and special education.

~

N

L



e © CHAPTER VI -

IMPLICATIONS

¢ r’ : . Lo

The prev1ous chapters de11neated {a) the problem under 1nvest1ga-'

'

tion, (b) the 11terature germane to the” problem. (¢) the hypotheses to be

tested (d) thg method used to test ‘the hypotheses, (e) the resultsl and

(f) the discussion generated from the results, The present chapter fo-

cuses on the implications of the -study for research related to teacher
: mplicg [ 1ay .

[ o

behavior, teacher ediucation dand special education.

o - : Teacher Behavior Research "

>

1

Mitzel (1957) was ‘one of’thé first to try to correlate input and

process with product variables in teacher behavior research. His model

. stressed the interactions between: (a) teacher characteristics, (b) envi-
ronment, .(c) teacher behavior, and (d) pupil behavior change. Mitzel empha- .
sized that theoretical paradigms needed to be conceptualized hefore imple-

meritation of.teacher behavior studies. -~Gage. (1972) concurréd in the need

of theoretical models to conduct teacher behavior research, which would

allow the researcher to investigate process-prodgctiinteréétions'in spe-
-c1f1c teaching §1t;at1ons. .

QGagne (1970), in a d1scu551on of the Coleman Report, fé-emphési;ed

the need to conduct teacher hehavior studies which investiggted process-

product’yariable interactions, because teacher behavior r?search showed a
, ) - T :
* dearth of studies in this field.- In further analysis of‘Cpleman's‘results,

Gagné suggested that studies which emphasized process-préauct variable

>

relab10nsh1ps needed re- evaluatlon because they were not p1np01nt1ng
specific teacher-pupil behav1ors\ Dunk1n and Biddle- (1974) have also pro-

posed a model which is in accord with the fundamentalqtheoret1cal framework

&

ERIC - R o .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

tionships. Few investigations were found which correlated observed class-

of Mitzel (1957), Gage (1972), and Gagne (1970) ..

T

In a recent review of the 11terature on teacher behaV1or stud1es in
special education-semmel, Semmel and Morrissey (1976).also found‘a dearth

v . .

of special education studies which explored input, process, product rela-

room process with pupil outcomes. Semmel et al.'(1976),suggest that the

potentially most useful investigations in teaéher behavior research are

-

those which incorporate the input, process, product model. They also’

" suggest that teacher behavior research must stress research which iﬁcor-

.porates mu1t1var1ate interactions 1f the field is to progress toward /j

J

1solating critical attr1butes of the teach1ng processr

" In the present study a three-stage inpht, process, proguqt ﬁodel T
oo v ~ R ot
was used to conduct the research in improving low social s®atus of rejected
children, The application.of the'theoretgcah framework of teacher behavior
research to this study ihporporited a modification of the model presented

- F\' ) -'. . ) - . ’—
by Semmel et al., 1976 (see Figure 7). The results indicated that the

- / ’2 -

pup1ls and teacher classroom interactiaens, the process var1ah1es, signifi-
cantly contributed'to the“qhahge in product variables on ti : posttest' ‘

. . .
- . . . -
. B

scores. ~ . ' - _ . °

’ 3

This study also contributes to the field of teacher behavior research -
. ) T, 5

because it was able to relate specific teacher behaviors to results in

pupil performance. Specifically, the:data showed that teachers asked
. . " , .- "g . ) ot e
more questions and gave more positive feedback to the rejected children

folldwing the CATTS intervention. Further analysis of the data revealed.

that these two specific categor1es of teacher behaV1or highly correlated v

w1th the gain in social status of the rejected ch11dren.

The present investigation has other implications fr =cher behavior

9‘: ‘}: ~ ',.

«
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CATTS.

oL Intervention
. ‘ , o

’ Bl ; -
‘\
L ¢ R
.

Ry : e

ISPUT VARIABLES i . o PRODICT VARLABLES

' o ] o
Soclometric , . Teacher ' - | Socipretric .
Pretest ——  Classroon | g . | Dosttést
Seores —Pp Behavior ) Scares

— e —

. Ohservable |
.| .Chages in
“|  Pupil Sehavior

—

Pupil
classroom e
Behavior

\ Figure 7. A model for changirg low social status,
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A;teachers’ changed behavior,bresylted in

- -

-

research because, while-no”causal rel®tionship ig stated, it goul%heppear
‘ , . . . \x N ’\ . : .1
that teacher behavior is a significafit variable in altering the social

. - P . N . .
pexceptions of classroom peers towards socially rejected quiIS‘in the

b v

classroom. In the.present study, data reVefled that teachers were #ore
» . .7 . - . : . - "' .
encouraging, nurturing and reinforcing in their interactions with the
! X } Te: : ! T Wi

rejected children. _If'is,sugé%sted that the teachers contributed to a
] ) i ) o _ o i PAN S
chain of events in the classroom which caused the rejected children to

P

v

interact more appropriately. _The target children!s)data revealed increase
R . o S .
in thedr total clagsroom participation, especially in asking and answering
: [ : / .

'que?tions;' The target'children's change:;behavidr, together with the
N [ ~ €

/gain in their socigl®status.
. . . PR : ,
THus, it is suggested that the teacher hehaviors focused on in this study

v

P - . ‘ . , - ' .
contrfhuted to changes.in group dynamics, changes that resulted in a gain-

‘\ ‘ . 1 c . : 3 ot
in>50cial status fof most of the rejectees. In essence, this study

~ v

p1np01nts/§ome of the critical attrihutes in the training process which

e

'correlate with 1ncreases in the social status of reJected children.

.

B

N § .
I : Teacher,Training r ,
‘ o ."-. ' . \ o

~ 1

Review of the chceptual framewor$ of teacher training literatu—:

"reveals that new. emph351s must be given to defining a set of researc:

act1V1t1es which identify the methods and princlples for the realizt:;:-

of a permanent change in teacher hehaV1or, attitudes and knowledge (memmel

Semmel & Morrissey, 1976 Turner, 1972) Semmel and his ‘associatss mzim

s

. . .
tain that: "Central %o the =nncent of teacher training is the need. for

generalizing the rem. s o ingdiry in teacher t#&aining towardscbuild
_an empirically zevs -—ed z=: uztional science of training teach Tt .-
Result; from t:: -=- -nt .= _gation suggest the utilization.c:
V . . '
training compone'tc : “~ - ce teacher trainingfand(particdé;*hf ]
R HIPE 13 ¢
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the Competency-BasedfTédche? Education -(CBTE) movement.

ov

Inservice Education o

A survey of 1nseri}ce qducat1on reveals that it is an outmoded system

that has not changed ‘it/ the- last two decades. It is usually fragmented,

!

repet1t1ous, and 1mpract1ca1 for classroom 1mp1ementat1on..~Busk1n (1970)

_notes that Z;sorw1ce tra1n1ng as it exists today has little or no carry-O(jf;\
< .

into the beacﬁﬁr s claﬂgrooh because the content is so trivial that it |

lacks mean1ng£u& ap;l1cat10n to the teaches‘s 1nd1v1dual needs. Too often,

e F . vi .,’

~a typical 1nse€V1ce program ‘is e1ther a l-hour wo#kskop or a 30-minute-

demonstration of a new-e t1onal innovation, In add1t1on, 1nserV1gp is

¢ . ;‘ -

often inconveniently schéduled for the teacher. ., It is usually scheduled

-
-, - ..
at the convenience“of .the administrators or workshop presenter after school
+  or on weekends, Thus, teachers must leave their classrooms in order to ~
- - 'Y N - M -
gain new skills., Inservice teacher trainees do not use the most natu~:’
t

sesting - the teacher's own classroom, . ) . \ !
. E >

Thi- st~ °v demonstrates the feasibility of training teache -

“ilis : in their‘oon.classroom. " This in situ skill bgi‘t s
'esliZ' - .zh the use of the’Computer—Assisted Teacher Traini-: o
SATT mmote fielﬁrsefting,‘d;iiizing aroata phone config :-r:zion .
“sac v - dvised of ways in which they could eﬁcourage par- .ation
if e -~ildren inbfhe classroom. This researcﬁ effort .. —strates
t Toglr TV éé 1nferact1on of teachers with low social sta.us ch11:-o
‘
g..ficar =  ir :reased when teachers were provided with immediate pdst—

.

feedbac. in their classrooms. These teaching hehaviors correlated i

tzh . mifican: y higher ﬁOSttest sociometric scores;of low-status ohlidren
~e2r (197 ') emphasized the use of new technology as an innovatfve
sirect. . f&r ir service training. He suggested that a model of inservice

/

. ~ { ’ ) N
\) ‘ . . . K j‘ 1 lJ . : ‘o )
ERIC - :
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- ) - . -
léhould (a) utilize an on-line real-time computer; (h) take pface_in the
.clasgroom during,the school day; (c).be individually suitedwto‘parﬁicula}

classroom needs; (d) involve the teachers' active partitipation; and (e)

- give immediate feedbaék to the teacher on his/her performance. The present

’

L 3 - - . ) .
investigation has demonstrated the utility of a specific, field-based,

'

computer technology developed by Semmel and his associates. The impfica-.

tions are clear for future uses of CATTS in field-based .settings. While.

£

computer technology remains relativegy expersiQe, thefe iff""ery feason to
beliey;-that cosf-efféctiVeness ratios wii. soon -z sufi < o ..y fa >rable
to warrant the feasiUiliéx of imﬁ}ementing “TE mon TigvtiTi o-g erv~“s:ve1§
throughout the nation for the surp8§e of ir< R
rominent workers in fﬁe field have : i e
nee . - vstematic field-based trainin sprozzhes. Colame - h
- bé an Jnteéra} part of a Ccrratenc -Base: 'écha -
JPT?;ﬁ; "Z). “ha2re is a clear need fjr IETT orogroim aATact rec
nal éccountability démandj,f:TBTE rrTograms oo +¢ or. thre .
sy *mponeﬁts: (a). cbmpetency s ills stated in ben 10 ¢ :erﬁs, |
b) . ....it, public crite;ia, and (') teacher zocotm--- M for mes: '

these !Tfteria. Most competency-hased teachér ecucat o  progTams ziso

.
>

emphasize field setting, protocol and training magprial , §"§temat§c prog- .

C
~

ress, exit requirements, and systematic feedhack, CATTZ, w°th its partjcu-
f{ar capabilities for ;apturing“rélevant teacher-pupil i- . :: ~tion- fulfi. '35 -
§ , A
.. many of the CBTE criteria. Hence, CATTS has potential -or hecoming an : ,‘é\;

N . ., . v

integral part of the CBTE approach to teacher training., In FQgt, the sys-
o Ny \

tem may well be the only extant method for dealing wit' tre féasibility

s

issues raised b} the demands of CBTE program  with specif: emphdsis on
’ 3 / . i .

L

’

teacher performance criteria. ) ‘ ~

O ‘ .. . j“ ' ‘: i 10{‘ . ‘ . 7 <
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Social Status~Intervéntions

1

Special Education . -

aw T o A

< Reeent reviews of social status intervention studies reveal that few
P \

-

*of the research efforts have incorporated efficient strategies,in changing

.3 . ‘o
social status in the classroom.

the teacher as the chang-
these studies have

- given them' individual
g LT

iy L.
classrooms by experiment .rs &
. ~ :

‘and/or fc) given low-st: s ¢ lren "star'" Ti. T# pléy;,
InAéontrast to ths iorLT of'sécial 5™ ipterveﬁtic. -udies, j
this investigation usec ¢c.us -room. teacher 1z .ne Erimary :n:n:a.ageﬁg'
_i; the regulgr cldssr - <ti=z. The reshlz; ~:”gést théf the raacher's//
. behavior waé effect: nar.zirng the social .-. s of the low-status,
g : ‘
rejected pup1ls, as ired = sociometric irr*“:mgnts; b
a Mainstreaming -
The placement(o: e.cceptior Lo children ir ti: npublic schools has'geen .
., .
a controversiai educztional concemn. Researcn,regardiﬁg the efficécy of
homqgfneously gro;ped special classés 1£E1cates that: (a) Spec1al classes
fa11\46'show 51gn1f1cart a~h1evement ga1ns in ch11dren in speC1al clas{%
when compared to chgldren ~laced in regular classes, (b) special® cla§§és->/
!h éonsistently have a diépro#ortiéhéte number of‘minority gtﬁdqnés; and'
(c) speC1al "classes appear’ to st1gmat1ze and/ornlabel ch11dren (Mercer,_ ,t
_1971). Due to the negative efféﬁis attr1buted\£o trad1t1onal ;ﬁeglal edu—
‘cation-placgmént and the lack of academic achigvement for special class
Lo ) . . R , Y
- :‘pupils,'othef‘alternafive program strategies have been suggested and -
j,' imglemented. . ! e . .“ ;’
) " C :
‘ 5 ¢ o
o "1 : (

]ERJ!:‘ N
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ri-status childrna

“1p counseling
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Only a small number of studies have-used
. ] o
in thke interv:ntion <

rategy. Ra*ther,

ut of the clas: ~moms, and

taken children from their

1ven them sc.” ...v integrative

L
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/' The strategy which is gdining popularity - unfortunately, with lit A
’ - : e ’. N . .. .
tle empirical validity - is that of placing exceptional ch11dren into.

the reéular class. to nece1ve instruction for part or all of the school

)

«}

day. Recert 11terature has-shown that attempts at ”na1nstream1ng" have

‘not met with a high degree of success. (Gottlieb § Budoff, ’1972) . HMore o
speC1f1~ally, the research 1nd1cates that handicapped children are not
being accepted in the regular classrooms becaﬂiacn?the1r socially in-

appropriate behaviors (Goodman, Gottlieb, §& Harrison, 1972). These

. 5 ’ L - .

behaviors ar® often the same fgr all low-status children, regardless of

their educational placement (Gronlund, 1968). Other research studids _

& - -

indicate that teacher biases

-~ - . - "'\
in the regular classroom (Brophy<27;;;d, 1974, Sho;el, Tano, & ‘ y

[,

McGettighn, 1970). ,If the teacher bias theory is pIKUSible)‘thén the

results of this study would‘eppear to have f;rther imﬁiifations for'éhang—‘
}ng teacher behayiors in regular ciassroqugétéingS;\ )

b Mainstreaminégis often difficult.because teachers are rot preparéd for . 3
' (

_ the role of teaching handicapped children. This inVéstigation demonstrated

P
-

a significant increase in the teacher/low-status pupil interactiBns from

P ,
the baseline to treatment phdses of tHe study. The teachers not only
‘ changed their frequency of interactions with the rejected pupiis, but

.

élso the Huality of their interactions. The teachers asked questions,
called upon thidren, answexed questions, and gave positivé feedback

. v ‘ 3 k4 .
more often at the end of the study than at the begiﬂ{fng. In addition,

a)direct felatipnship was shown to exist between the increase of teacher S
H 1 : . '
interactions in the classroom and thg score improvements of the ldw social
status children.< Theref;re,'thiszstud; has implicafions fQé'implementing L
avteacher—tra£ning mainstreaming model. The re;ulnr peacﬁér$. through the

-

~ -
)

L 4 D)
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Tmplementation,of a CATTS data phone configuration, could gain new skillg

and.develop positive attitudes towards "exCeptlonaI ch11dren." CATTS
& i
1ntervent1on could re1nforce regular classroom teachers' positive beha-

viors when interacting with "mainstreamed' handicapped ch11dren.- Con-
_ g

versely, negative tégcher.agd/or peer hehaviors could Be extinguished
through CATTS systematic feedback, ‘ence, through systematic in situ ¢
by . L —

: e . o &
CATTS training, the classroom teacher could bes trained to facilitate the
: » . . ., ’

mainstreaming of‘handicéppeo children into h}s/hez classroomA} ;

Lt Although thig}study(has shown the effectiveness of the CATTS data

phone configu;ation'fof the modification of_teacher-oopfl interactions,
v .

the cost-effectiveness of such a system has not been;established.‘ Manv

school corpofations have fin;;ciol }imitotionF which .make the ééét factoﬁ

a serious lihitation in adopting'a CA+TS prograﬁ of inservice training.

'If the system is shown fo be efficient and effective in developing a

. e
5 . - €

‘broad range of teaching skills, it could be implemented through"cooper-

-

<

ative, shared-i@me‘comouter delivery baradig@s whighjwoold sighificantly .
s . R . .

reduce the cost-effectiveness ratio, -There is clearly a need for cost-

) y- ' A F . . . 'QA -

effectiveness studies of the CATTS delivery systems.

. ) _ y
This research investigation was undertaken because there was a great
need for improved inservice programming. Research has shown that inserwice

IS

(SR 3 . Ll .
training as it exists needs restructuring, since the immediate needs of

7 1

~ the classroom teachers are aoparentlv not belng met. Fhrner (1077) and

~

othersﬁsuggest the use of computer technology to update inservice training

'and make i;,field-bascd oriented. Semmel's (1975) - CATTS model 1ncorporates

_an-on-line real- -time computer, de11vers tra1n1ng dlrectly to the classroom
. \

school day, is 1nd1V1dua11y suited to a teacher s part1cular R

- o

o : '

¢lassr :needs,‘involves the teacher's active participation; "and provides
A B \ C
) . R . ‘;p ) 1 . U Y ‘“
3 . . - . ¢ VL " .
- . - : “ . . - Al r .
» ) . ‘Y ) N \ . \ i U . : @ U - i .
-\ » - ' o o T
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the teacher with rapid_feedback regéfaing classfoom performancé. - It would
appear that—CATTS has ‘particular merit ﬁ?“an>i'ﬁgxgiire inservice training

‘program, Perhap; the results of this iﬁvestightion will stimulate fufther
. : . o S .

attempts to utilize CATTS téﬁgrd improving ifistructional processes for .

handicapped pupils and there%y increése,the'probébilityAthat such children

-~

L \l,will’gain a gieatef acceptance améng'both their teachers and peetrs in tHe -
B ' ¢ « I . ) N E’ A . v

public schools. . N
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. C .CHAPTER VII

. SUMMARY

» »

i of ’Ebeeted chlldren in target classrooms through rhe 1n situ 1nter5cnt10n
‘ ~ & L T— .
- of a Cqmputer A551sted Teacher Training System (CATTS) This was facili-

Qh stressed input, process,

[ LR s T
) . - . . , . ,,t&,;a . . - -
o - )

. L] . - . ! . . .
"and product var1ab1e.1nteract10hs. ‘The input variables were def1ned as -
the*puplls' pretest SOCIOmetTIG scores' the procegs var1ab1es were defined
F K . y
as the.classroom 1nteract10ns as they: were modlfled by the CATTS intervention;

. ,E, .
- and the produot’variables werexdefinedras the pup1l$ﬁ posttest sociometric
. N D :

»

%

- 'scores. - ) %
- ; % (ﬂv
This study was 1mp1emented in a f1e1d based settlng 200 m11es away
from. the CITH computer encodlng station, Slxteen teaéhers in an e1emen- %

tary school setting, as well as 32 low-status childrenﬁ}were the/target

- ’population. At the-beginning of the study, a sociometfic instrument Was
. : ¥
"used to determlne who were the low-status ch11dren in the c1assroom - In

. @A
+ each c1assf/;m, two low- -status ch11dren were selected on the basm; of ‘hav-

° 4

ing the ‘two lowest rankings in the class .on the SOC1ometr1c measures.’

’
-

Classrooms'(n = 16) were divided into two groups after obtaining‘baseline
. N
e -
' data on the tedcher/low-status puplls' interactive hehaV1gr. Teachers
Al

(n = 16) were paired as high-low interactive: teacherégalth low-status ch11-

A a

'dren (EXperlmental Group 1 n = 8, Experlmental Group'2 n .=.8). During the

treatment phase, teachers in Experimental Greup l,received 12 CA;}S post

s Q

session feedback opportunities in the format of a hardcopy of .a computer
printout, which was ‘a profile of the classroom teachers' interaction.with

lcw—statuf children. < Teachers in Experimental Group 2 received only 7-

i
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Y

opportunities of CATTS post.session hardcopy coiputer printout feedback.
Atlthe'end of study, posttesting on}soéiometric measures was administered X
to all children,

+ It was hypothesized that teacher and target classroom interactions

3 - "

‘'in Experimental Group 1 would relate significantly to the change in post-

- test scores, Teachers$ and pupils in Experimental Group 2 classroom inter) “

H

. . X :
actions were also hypothesized to correlate significantly with the change ~.

in poéttest‘scores.' In addition,,it was hypothesized\that teacher and

target 1nteract1ons in the classroom for both Exper1mental Grougual and 2
were to increase in the per1;ds in wh1ch the CATTS intervention was. insti-
tuted as compared to periods in which the CATTS»feedbéck Opportunities
were ﬁot available. Lastly, a replication effec; was Eypothesized; that is,
that Experimental Gfoup.l, Period 2‘w6u1d be equal to Experimental Group 2,
Period 3. - . |
Analysis of data showed that posttest scores of the rejected pupils
significantly increased from pre to posttesting periods. Data revealed
that teachers increased in their frequency of giving poagtiQe reinforce-
ment and a;ﬁ;ng.quéstions in the classroom as a result of the CATTS data
phone feedback intervéntidn. The analysis of data élso showed that the
low-status pupils increased in their classroom interactions with the.
teaﬁhers from baseline to treatment phases. More importantly, a stepwise
ﬁultiple,;egression analysis showed that increasd/in ppsttest‘gcores was
significantly related to the increase in teacher intéractibns in the .
classroom, o .

i
The results of this investigation indicated that the CATTS interven-

3

tion influenced the classroom behavior of the teacheq, which in turn was
v o '

directly related to the posttest scores of the rejected pupils. This study,

S 1
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then, has implications for modifying teacher behaviors toward altering the,

sociometric status Of rejected échopl*children. Support was offered for
' >

the feasibility of identifying meaningful process-product relationships

in teacher beHavior research. i ' ' :

N &

fhis investigatiop, through its utilization §f the CATTS data.phone
cdnfigurétion; also has implieations'forAthe_developQFnt and realization
o} innSVative in situ inservice teacher-training programs. .Through the.
~us§ of the CATTS daté phéne configu;étion thg teacher could gain specific
skills in the classroom which would facilitate the integration and the

. -

teaching of mainstreamed‘handfcapped children.

The results from this study have shown the modification)éf teacher
Behaviof by the CATTS intervention, and that such modificatidns corre-
lated with the increased social acceptance of rejected pupils. It is

éugge§ted that in the future CATTS he used to modify the classroom beha-

-viors of teachers through the development of in situ training programs.
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4

o Indiana Interaction Index ' |
LS - . . 4 r \ .
. Classroom Observation System. . N \
-
: \
- ~ ~
Categories — . -~
o EREEET . e ; ,
1. Asks question -
sy ¢ t s k '~ .
i ’\/ 3
\
2: calfs on s ; - = l
* r ;‘ (l_

3. Answé€rs question .

4., Raise hand . L%
. " - \
. . o, . 1
3. St_atement? _ _ : - h 1 .
- -
6. Positive®feedback ' o . \
" T
) . '
-7 7. No gesponse . _ :
. g‘ . ". )
J /
B
J
/ ‘ .
’ \(l
7
) , :
V/ ,\ - 7
© - .
4 . 1
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t ~

a

. ' e
) Lt . g . ¢ .
v - Indiana Interaction Index \ s
) - ' =

é-Qategory Definitions

o n’\/—‘——rj’/
[ . . e

q,

Cal, S on L ’ ]

o . .6«’.

a response is expected (althougﬁ a response may Hg%gggcur).

in addition,one or more of the following conditions must exist.

(1) must~pertain to the lesson (be ch task). °~ - - S

(2) can be answered by yes or no or nod of head.

(3) can be answered by a long descriptive response. .

(4) can be angpered by aml opinion. ' ’ e

) can’ require a person to demonstrate/ his understanding of'a '
concept, either by defining the concept, by giving examples,
ang by summarizing the concept. . :

- : s S N

a person-is called’'by name to respond to a quééiion.
b, a person 1S directed to answer‘%‘question by a nod.
¢, a person is directed to answer a question by being pointed at.
Answers Question ’ S R N
a, must follow a question and bé relevant to it. -
b, must be in the form of a Stagement or relevant motor response.
¢. must bg on-task. - .
d.. in additjon,-at leaSt one of the following conditions must be met:
(1) can be a yes or no reésponse. ! |
(2) can be nodding -of head is a response.
(3) can be reading aloud, singing,*counting, spelling or reciting.
I 9 ’ g
(4) can be summarizing, reducing or expanding on ingormation in B
v such a way that he/she is doing more than merely recalling it.
Raises Hand %
a, must be relevant to the lesson

(1) copld follow a question. . -
/ (2) cquld follow a statement.
(3) could be a response to a question.
: ) .

Makes a-Statement

. States facts. . >
gives opinion.
lectures. . , : : .
rhetorical response. . ‘
an expansion of fact after giving feedback.
prompting.

13 .
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\~ 6. Positive Response - . ’ ‘¢ . .

. “a: must follow,a response to a question . < '

, . (1) repetition of answer verbally. : . .
(2) indiq;f:on that the . -response or be avior is correct. _ -
(3) praiseaof the response’. AR
(4)" response is written on board. f //" L

R

.

7f Ne Responsé : /

, a. must be relevant to the lessops, ' - 7/ L )
(1) _could ‘follow a questioH.- - , // ’
(2) could follow a statement. !
9 " . (3) coldad bg a response ta a question.

\\ . Vi

_J o . | o . \. f | ik&

. , . .
- E )
< A
N . .

*1f during er after the process of g1v1ﬁg positive. feedback any additional
information is given it 1is coded as a statement.

<
Negative feedback 1s coded as a statement.

13z .
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EXS

Dear Teachers, . : ' o , B L

Please follow these exact procedures when g1v1ng the soc1ometr1c test,
"About Me and My Friends in your classroom. :

1. HAVE EACH CHILD PUT THEIR OWN NAME AT THE BOTTOM OF THE FIRST SHEET
OF THE TEST. o

. gu >

2. PUT ONLY ONE CHILD'S NAME ON THE BOARD AND THEN ASK THEIR CLASSMATES

TO RESPOND BY CHOOSING QNE OF THE FACES.

3

o '

6.« PLEASE EXPLAIN THAT THE(v, MEANS THAT THEY CAN'T MAKE A DECISION
ABOUT THE CHILD WHOSE.NAME IS ON THE CHALKBOARD BECAUSE THEY HAVE
+NOT KNOWN THEM LONG ENOUGH

%%

L

- - . o
4. PLEASE EXPLAIN THAT THEK\_// FACE MEANS THAT THEY LIKE Tg@?PARTIC-

. ULAR CHILD WHOSE NAME 1S ON THE CHALKBOARD. . .
// . o )
PLEASE EXPLAIN THAT THE(\_;> FACE MEANS THAT THEY DO NOT HAVE ANY
TYPES OF FEELING ABOUT THE PARTICULAR CHILD WHOSE NAME IS ON THE )
. CHALKBOARD. . P C
A 6. PLEASE EXPLAINOTHAT‘THE();E FACE MEANS THAT THEY DO' NOT LIKE THE
. PARTICULAR. CHILD WHOSE NAME IS ON THE CHALKBOARD.
A ASS MEMBERS NAMES HAVE

7. “PUT A CHILD'S NAME -~ ON THF BOARD UNTIL ALL:
' BEEN PUT ON THE BOARD. p LT I 1&&

:
1

. - 8. PLEASE MAKE SURE ‘THAT EVERY CHILD CQPIES THE NAMES FROM THE CHALK-
' \\ ' BOARD IN THE CORRECT‘ORDER.

9. PLEASE GIVE THE® CHILDREN PLENTY OF TIME TO MAKE THEIR SOCIOMETRIC
CHOICES

: e
~ Tgp

10.. PLEASE EMPHASIZE THAT THERE 1S NO TIME LIMIT ON THIS ACTIVITY.
E ' - T
11. -HAVE CHILDREN RAISE HANDS WHEN THEY HAVE COMPLETED THEIR TEST.

12. PLEASE EMPHASIZE THAT THIS DATA WILL -BE KEPT CONEIDENTIAL.

“

Thank you for your time and cooperation’

K ‘ \ .
\ . . * .
. . - b .
. [ b °
/ a
. . . \]

) . : ‘ R '% d | | 2 E .
Ay 3 ’ ' o, o .
. . ) -
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1. Byran I @ ._m
PN .
2. Shawn e : il
3. . Steve <:::>’ ‘<i;;§ , <:::2- <:::>
O & O Q-
4. Sue Ho. L _ i 7> \ —
' - ) TN ‘I!" _
5. Sue Ha. = /)
v o \ 9 - ~ '\\ X - - "l‘
6. Anna M. - AN B - -
7. Debby <:::> : <§§gf <:::>" (:::>
. ) ' ‘ l -‘_ .
8. Heidi ‘II’ = '
3 . P .
9. Kurt . <i£;§ <:;:> T/ <:::> o
~ D0 0O
10. Karin )

11.  Kenny |

-~ N \ u
2 AV i C 4

DO

. 12. Randy

Jos
OIROK

13. Mickey

YOUR NAME: Mickey

- N A4 N . .
B -
" YOUR TEACHER:, ' I —_
ot r ) é_\
', -" v
y
" —
-
v I N




Missy

14.

5O

PR
-

Richard

15.

C & O

. Ay

16.

L] “
|

Theresa

17.

- .
N

N

—

v e

HONNS

/

Natalie

18.

L2 L] ‘\
SN

Mikey

19.

Greg

20.

-

21.

Beth

Jeff

22.

Mona

[V
~

CleNe

Karla

23.

-

24 .,

25,

\ - =X
1

- &

Keliy ’

o~

C &

RickyA

&

26.

YOUR NAME:

YOUR TEACHER:
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4

CLASSROOM PARTICIPATION INDEX

L

)
TEACHER: S
TARGET 1: ,
TARGET 2: -
CODER: % .
DATE: ,
TIME:
. { )-
INTERACTIONS ' §
g SOURCE ' FREQUENCY
TEACHER TO TARGET 1 .
TEACHER TO TARGET 2 s
B TEACHER TO OTHERS
/ 'PUPILS TO TARGET 1
' PUPILS TO TARGET 2
o ' '
! -
Nt " PARTICIPATION CATEGORY SUMMARY (FREQ) .
h¢ k .
CATEGORY TEACHER TARGET 1° "TARGET 2 " .OTHERS
ASK 75 ‘ . ) d(i;k
CALLS ON ’ b '
" ANSWERS ? ~ :
*© HANDS UP X
' STATEMENT '
POSITIVE FB .
NO RESPONSE .
J
TOTAL
¢ S
PARTICIPATION INDEX
. > (% OF TOTAL CODES) o ' \
TARGET 1 ' T '
TARGET 2 :
OTHERS
kY ! Y
4
Lo !
\ ,
3
£ oorr _
. 1 4 .J’

e
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PRINTOUT
The preceediné'page is-a reproduction of a computer printout. It is
like the one that you'll be receiving during this phase of the study.

+  The following pages are to be used;ay a guide in understanding your
]

. .
B

feedback printout.

HEADINGS
Each printout has severdl major headings: The headings on your
p}intdutgﬁill include: TEACHER; TARGET #1; TARGET #2; CODER; DATE

“and TIME{ INTERACTIONS; PARTICIPATION CATEGORY SUMMARY; andprRTICIPA—

TION INDEX. 4

1. TEACHER - The two-digit number identifies ‘the teacher be}ng '

observed. The first nuqber indicates the grade i.e., g
1-4; the Secohd number identifies the section 1-4.
Thus, 1-4 identifies the fourth section of the first

-

grade. ‘ . :

2. PUPIL TARGET #1 and TARGET #2 - Thesq are the two qhildrgn in
: ) . 7

) your classroom which we have been observing during the b
' past\¢hy€;—;géks. These children were selected for
\\x observation because theifwere most reJected ‘By thelr

classroom peers on a socidy

. . }{ .
3. °CODER - This two-digit number ¥déntifies the observey who i

etric ‘instrument é

K ' LH“lng the teachlng 1nteract10n behaviors. 1%%{3 are (

\ki———\/\‘—éﬁx coders .who are observers in this studv 0-1 - 0-6.




136

( . X '!?

. ¢
4. DATE - This five-or six¥dfgft code identifies the month, date

{7

—

P

N

and yearj;zryhich'the teaching observation was made.

a o .
5. TIME - This ten Qigit entry identifies the time of day in which
' i) a

(&' ‘ ' the observation was made i.e., 9:30 - 10:00.
6. INTERACTION - This heading identifies all interactions that are
‘ Eognitiv% &} academic in nature that have transpired in
- .

N . . ~
the classroom as observed by coders using the Indiana '

Interaction Index (I.I1.1.).

* [ : ~a.. TEACHER TO TARGET #1 - Indicates the frequency or
» ) « ) -l . .
: number of interactions that occurred between the

Pl N
target %hild one and the teacher.

b. TEACHER YO TARGET #2 - Indicates the frequehgy or

number of interactions that occurred between the

L

target child two and the teacher. ,
b - v/———"“\

c. TBACHER T’ OTHER - Indicates the frequency total |

number of int rac?ions that occurred between the
7 4 =~

N

teacher and all othergcaildren in the classroom
> v

excluding tayget #1 and target #2.

: o I
d. PUPILS TO TARGET #1 - Identifies all interactions

that were cognitive in nature which occurred between
, ; ‘ . ;

target # one‘ang all other children in the classroom.

e. PUPILS TO TARGET #2 - Identifies all interactions

that were cognitive in nature which occurred between
rd b ' § ‘ . .
( target # two-'and all other children in thg classroom.

‘ X :
\ L IS
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i T .
| : | - y
| 7. ATEGORY SUMMARY - Thisgheading épecifies‘the'categories thch

7 are contained in the obscrvation instruﬁent (r.1.1.),
*which was utilized by tﬁe observers %n‘fdﬁr cléég}oom.
a. The fiiét column, CATEbORY, ideﬁtifies the fhdian?
Interaction i;dex cathory.. Tﬂe l.I.I.'contains
'{ seven catégories: 1. Asks question
. \ . : ' o 2. Calls on N '
3. Answers quesg?%n
' ‘ : 4. Raises hand
. 5. Makes a atement

6. Gives positive feedback

7. No respcase. ”. .

b. ‘The sccond colump, TEACHER, indicates how often the
teacher was observed displaying these seven paréﬂ%&lér

v )

behaviors. -

c. The thi;d colum, TARGET #1, indicates how often

this pupi% was obsefved disj laying these seven ; yticular

behaviors. ’

i . d. The}ﬁourth column, TARGET #2, indicates how often this

pupil was observed displaying these seven particular

’ behaviors- /4
{3 ’ - 3}
e. The fifth:colum, OTHERS, indicates how often all other
; '
c \\ children in the classroom excluding target #1 and target
4 . ' #2 were observed displaying these seven particulér - /
i . behaviors. 4
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PARTICIPATION INDtX‘— This heading ind;catcs a percent ratio of
” the total teacher-pupil and pupil-pupil interactions K
occgrring in the classroom.
‘ a}-\ngGET 1 - %ﬁe TARGET #1 percent ratio-is compilgh
) \&y Faking the total interactions occurring bgtween the
~teacher and o:cllci pupils and the T/\RGET‘ PUPILm#fl, over
the - total tenéhor-pupil and vilgbupil i“v;ractions
clicited in the classroom. )
b.  TARGET #2 - The TARGET #2 percent ratio is compiled
by taking ic total intcractions between the.teacher x
- gnd'other pupils aQQ;EDE~TARGET PUPIL #2 over thé grand
) {tétal of interﬁctionS'occurring betwccn'teacher—pﬁpil
and iy SERISEN I v |
N ‘ : :
OTHERS -The OTITR™ =~ cent - : vking the total N
nteractﬁa « .urring oc: seen the teacher and other pupils
ove. the grand total of interactions occurring between
tqpcher—puﬁ?ls,*andeupils—pupils inctuding TARGET #1 and .

TARGET #2.
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